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TITLE:  Personnel  Management-  -  Reduce  PCS  Costs  and  Femtty  Turmoil 

AUTHOR:  Robert  H.  Upchurch ,  Lieutenant  Colonel ,  US  Army 

^The  Department  of  Defense  ( DOD)  and  the  military  services  are  continually  seeking 
methods  to  reduce  Permensnt  Change  of  Station  ( PCS)  costs,  which  ere  escalating.  The  thesis  of 
this  research  Is:  Designation  of  future  assignment  locations  for  married  officers  will  reduce  PCS 
costs  and  family  turmoil.  When  an  officer  Is  reassigned  on  PCS  orders  for  a  short  period  (one 
year  or  less)  with  a  known  end  date,  assignment  officers  should  be  able  to  project  the  next 
assignment  location  for  many  of  these  officers.  Current  officer  personnel  assignment  policies  do 
not  routinely  allow  for  a  home- basing  or  follow-on  assignment  for  Intra-Continental  United 
States  (CONUS)  PCS  moves.  Some  officers  could  be  returned  to  their  previous  location 
( home-basing)  while  others  could  be  given  their  future  tfollaw-on  assignment)  base  location. 
This  would  allow  that  officer  to  make  the  best  decision  concerning  his  family’s  move  and  save  the 
government  a  significant  amount  of  PCS  funds  et  the  same  time.  In  addition  to  a  literature  review, 
a  survey  questionnaire  was  administered  to  293  Air  Force  officers  and  30  Army  officers  who  were 
students  in  thetMIted  States  Air  forced  USAF  \  Atr  Commandand  Staff  OoHegetACSC),  Class  of 
1 986.  The  results  of  this  questionnaire  Indicated  that  many  officers  would  have  taken  advantage  of 
the  proposed  programs  resulting  in  significant  savings  for  the  government  (In  one  proposal, 
potential  savings  of  nearly  $  1 .5  million  for  the  sample  surveyed).  Most  officers  who  Indicated 
they  would  not  use  any  of  the  proposed  programs  consider  them  to  result  In  an  unnecessary 
separation  from  their  family.  Other  officers  Indicated  that  trauma,  Instability,  psychological  and 


emotional  problems,  disruption  and  general  turmoil ,  all  In  varying  degrees,  are  characteristics  of 
eoch  PCS  move.j  Unkrstendtng  this,  Personnel  Mn«ncnMNSMIVMr.*l» 
officer  of  future  alignments  when  possible.  Moreover ,  a  reduction  of  PCS  moves  by  the  proposed 
methods  would  hove  a  corresponding  reduction  in  family  turmoil  and  stress.  A  major  conclusion  of 
the  research  Is  that  the  thesis  is  accurate  and  the  need  exists  to  Implement  home-besing  and 
follow-on  assignment  programs  for  Intro- CONUS  moves  of  short  duration.  Also,  It  concluded  that 
assignments  as  a  result  of  these  programs  must  be  guaranteed  to  the  officer  so  he  will  not  have  to 
suffer  the  consequences  of  changed  or  cancelled  orders.  The  research  supported  the 
recommendation  that  these  cost  saving  programs  should  be  adopted  and  Implemented  by  all  services 
and  all  possible  DOD  organizations.  Further ,  that  each  service  apply  the  thesis  to  all  Intre-CONUS 
assignments  of  one  year  or  less  duration  and  determine  the  feasibility  of  applying  the  thesis  to 
enlisted  personnel  assignments. 
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CHAPTER  I 


INTRODUCTION 


Background 

The  Deportment  of  Defense  ( DOD)  end  the  military  services  ere  contfnuelly  seeking 
methods  to  reduce  Permanent  Change  of  Station  (PCS)  costs.  This  has  been  prompted  by  budget 
restraints  and  requirements  to  tighten  the  DOD  financial  responsibilities  and  fiscal  policies.  The 
Congressional  mandate  for  overcoming  the  federal  deficit  by  1991,  known  ae  the  Gramm- Rudman 
legislation,  was  pass led  by  Congress  and  signed  by  the  President  In  mid-December  1985.  While 
the  full  ramifications  of  this  legislation  are  not  known,  It  Is  a  fact  that  the  next  five  years  will  be 
some  "lean"  years  for  all  the  services  and  DOD.  This  requires  Implementation  of  as  many 
money-saving  ideas  ae  possible.  Also,  the  need  to  reduce  family  turmoil  hae  surfaced  in  the  last 
few  years  as  one  way  to  retain  good  officers  and  reduce  officer  end  family  stress.  Reducing  PCS 
cost  and  family  turmoil  are  positive  results  of  good  personnel  management 

Thesis  Statement  and  the  Problem; 

The  thesis  of  this  research  Is:  Designation  of  future  assignment  locations  for  married 
officers  will  reduoe  Permanent  Chongs  of  Station  costs  and  family  turmoil.  This  thesis  will  be  of 
Interest  to  those  who  manage  officer  assignments  and  those  with  high  level  fiscal  responsibilities. 
This  policy  could  possibly  apply  to  assignments  for  enlisted  personnel.  While  this  potential 
application  will  not  be  developed  in  this  paper ,  it  may  be  determined  later  to  be  an  area  of 
potential  savings  of  greater  magnitude  than  the  thesis  of  this  research. 

When  an  officer  is  reassigned  on  PCS  orders  for  a  short  period  (one  yeer  or  lees)  with  a 
known  end  date,  assignment  officers  should  be  able  to  project  the  next  assignment  location  for 
many  of  these  officers.  Current  officer  personnel  assignment  policies  do  not  routinely  allow  for  a 
home- basing  or  follow-on  assignment  for  intra-Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  PCS  moves. 
Some  officers  could  be  returned  to  their  previous  location  ( home-basing)  while  others  could  be 
given  their  future  ( follow-on  assignment)  base  location.  This  would  allow  that  officer  to  make  the 
best  decision  concerning  his  family's  move  end  save  the  government  a  significant  amount  of  PCS 
funds  at  the  same  time. 
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Under  ttv»  thesis  proponl,  tht  officer  has  thrM  readily  apparent  options.  One,  he  could 
possibly  leave  hie  family  In  their  current  location.  This  could  potentially  save  two  PCS  moves,  If 
the  officer  wee  returned  to  that  seme  beet- -not  necessarily  to  the  seme  unit  or  job.  Two,  he 
could  move  hie  family  directly  to  his  follow-on  assignment  location  If  applicable.  Thfswouldaave 
one  PCS  move.  And  three,  he  could  move  Ms  family  with  Mm  to  Ms  PCS  location — knowing  he  will 
have  to  move  again  In  the  near  future.  This  Is  currently  the  most  selected  option  end  requires  two 
PCS  moves— except  for  the  very  email  percentage  of  officers  who  remain  assigned  to  Maxwell  Air 
Force  Base  (AFB). 


The  purpose  of  this  research  Is  to  determine  If  changw  In  personnel  management  and 
assignment  policies  would  reduce  PCS  coats  and  family  turmoil  associated  with  PCS  moves. 
Financial  constraints  continue  to  be  applied  to  ell  DOD  organizations.  Every  avenue  of  possible 
oost  reductione  end  savings  must  be  explored  Management  at  ell  levels,  In  ell  programs  must  be 
scrutinized  and  this  aptly  applies  to  personnel  management  Costs  related  to  personnel  are  a 
significant  pert  of  the  DOD  budget  Any  savings  as  a  result  of  better  management  can  be  reallocated 
doller-for-doller  to  other  critical  defense  programs. 

Sana  and  Fmui 

From  the  literature  search,  It  appears  that  this  problem  pervsdm all  services  end 
probably  applies  to  some  civilian  moves  within  DOD.  The  scope  of  this  research  effort  will  be 
limited  end  will  specifically  focus  on  the  thoutfits,  perceptions,  and  dmtslone  of  the  married, 
American  officers  who  are  students  In  the  United  States  Air  Force  (USAF)  Air  Command  and  Staff 
College  (ACSC),  class  of  1966.  ACSC  Is  approKimotsty  ten  months  long  with  nearly  every  student 
moving  (PCS)  Into  end  out  of  the  MsKwellAFS,  Alabama  area  at  the  beginning  and  end  of  the  school 
year,  respectively. 


Asmmntlnm 

In  the  absence  of  any  specific  data  or  more  accurate  information,  It  costs  the  government 
$5,660  for  each  PCS  move  of  an  Air  Fores  Major  end  $5, 1 60  for  an  Army  Major.  [This  figure 
was  derived  as  the  cost  to  move  each  respondent's  family  to  the  MskwsII  AFB  area  and  will  be  used 
later  In  the  calculations  of  PCS  costs  or  cost  savings.  This  amount  is  considered  to  be  a 
representative  PCS  cost  for  the  government  for  the  purposes  of  analysis  in  this  research.) 
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The  costs  sssoclsted  with  PCS  moves  continue  to  Increase  both  for  the  government  end  the 
service  member.  "The  overall  costs  of  the  PCS  programs  quadrupled  from  1971  to  1981 . . 

( 9:8).  "The  services  spent  $2.5  billion  on  PCS  ( permanent  change  of  station)  moves  in  fiscal 
year  1 982”  ( 6:45)  and  about  $3  billion  in  1 984  with  the  number  of  PCS  moves  declining  ( 9:8). 
The  median  moving  expense  in  1 983  for  officers  was  $3,222.  While  the  government  paid  $803 
of  this,  the  officer's  out-of-pocket  cost  was  $2,41 9  x  an  Increase  of  35  percent  from  the  median 
unreimbursed  expense  fx  officers  in  1982(8:26).  As  a  result  of  the  Air  Fores  1984  PCS  Coat 
Survey,  the  median  out-of-pocket  costs  fx  sen  tor  officers  ( 04-06)  was  $3,640  with  the 
government  reimbursing  only  $9 1 0,  leaving  the  officer  with  $2,730  In  expenses  (14).  Not  only 
is  It  costing  the  government  more  fx  PCS  moves,  the  cost  to  the  officer  continues  to  rise  also. 

In  the  past  few  yexs,  the  news  media  and  DODp  blicsttons  have  rspxted  thot  the  highest 
levels  of  our  government,  DOO,  end  services  hove  broken  new  ground  fx  the  support  of  the 
military  family-  The  Army  had  the  "Yex  of  the  Family- In  1984.  Air  Foroa  Secretary  Orr 
( recently  retired)  and  Air  Force  Chief  of  Staff  Gabriel  mads  a  joint  statement  when  they  appeared 
before  the  98th  Congress  on  Defense  Menpowx  Issues  that  indicated  "People  are  the  Prtority" 

( 7: 1 04).  The  Navy  and  Mxines  also  hove  programs  with  emphasis  on  the  military  family. 
Lawrence  J.  Kxb,  Assistant  Secretary  of  Defense  stated.  "People  must  remain  ox  htyest 
prtority"  ( 3:20).  Mr  Kxb  furthx  stated,  "To  ensure  that  we  maintain  ox  momentum  in  this 
area,  1  have  established  on  office  of  family  policy  reporting  directly  to  me"  ( 3:25).  A  thread  of 
emphasis  in  all  these  programs  dealt  with  reduction  of  family  (and  service  member)  stress  and 
turmoil.  Some  of  these  programs  continue  today  end  are  oonstdxed  e  significant  part  of  the 
personnel  management  process. 

Remaining  Chapters 

in  the  following  chapter,  a  review  of  the  literature  relating  to  the  thesis  will  be 
summxized.  Chapter  3  will  provide  research  design  and  procedures  to  Include  a  general 
description  of  the  population  and  the  questionnaire  used  In  the  survey.  The  findings  will  be 
presented  in  Chapter  4  and  Chaptx  5  will  provide  the  summary  to  Include  conclusions  end 
lions. 
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Summary 

The  Importance  of  rwluclng  PCS  anti  cannot  boovar-emphaelzsd.  It  will  be  an  integral 
part  o f OOD's  efforts  to  limit  future  spending  to  shore  In  the  government’egpel  of  e  belenoed  budget 
by  1991.  Anothr  stated  goal  of  ell  the  sorvlcee  le  to  reduce  family  turmoil  and  stresa  Both  of 
these  goals  can  become  a  raallty  through  better  personnel  management  relative  to  the  assignment 
process.  A  review  of  the  literature  relating  to  these  areas  of  concern  will  be  discussed  in  the  next 
chapter. 
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CHAPTER  II 


REVIEW  OF  RELATED  LITERATURE 


Overview 

Literature  that  covers  the  short-duration  PCS  part  of  this  thesis  Is  scarce .  Moot 
literature  relates  to  routine  PCS  reassignment  policies  associated  with  tour  lengths  and 
replacements.  The  majority  of  literature  In  general  addresses  the  problem  as  two  separate  areas 
of  interest— one,  reduce  PCS  moves  to  reduce  costs  end,  two,  family  turmoil  resulting  from  PCS 
moves.  Reducing  family  turmoil,  and  the  accompanying  problems  such  as  stress,  teenage 
rebellion,  emotional  upheaval  is  a  natural ,  positive  result  of  reducing  the  frequency  a  family  must 
move.  This  chapter  will  look  at  the  literature  that  addresses  the  areas  separately  end  where 
possible  at  the  end.  pull  these  two  areas  into  closer  perspective  with  each  other. 

Rnrium  PCS  Mows  nnriQmta 

A  DOD  study  group  in  late  1 963,  found  that,  "Sixty  percent  of  1 .3  million  moves  this 
fiscal  year  are  the  result  of  accessions,  separations  or  training  end  therefore  are  not  influenced 
directly  by  tour  lengths  or  assignment  policies"  ( 9:6).  Moves  associated  with  accessions  and 
separations  generally  cannot  be  manipulated  while  PCS  moves  related  to  officer  training  can  be 
adjusted.  This  Is,  an  officer's  current  assignment  could  be  curtailed  or  extended  based  on  the  needs 
of  the  service  end  the  individual  officer. 

The  PCS  moves  associated  with  this  thesis  are  those  PCS  moves  of  one  year  or  less 
duration.  Most  of  these  type  PCS  moves  have  a  known  end  dote  prior  to  the  officer's  departure 
from  his  previous  duty  station.  Many  of  these  moves  are  for  the  purposes  of  training  or  attending 
a  school,  such  as  the  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (ACSC),  Command  and  General  Staff  College 
(OQSC),  or  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  (AFSC).  There  are  numerous  other  military  schools  that 
fall  within  the  scope  of  this  thesis  such  as  the  Army's  officer  advanced  courses.  While  "Personnel 
stability  is  a  fundamental  principle  of  all  DOD  personnel  management  policies"  ( 1 2:7),  the  short 
duration  PCS  to  attend  school  or  a  training  course  is  an  "exception"  and  does  not  necessarily  fall 
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unAr  the  stipulations  of  •  routine  PCS  rweelgnmant.  This  is  especially  true  when  school 
attendance  results  from  the  select  ton  board  proem  and  off  tors  PCS  with  minimum  time  on 
station. 

Currant  DOD  policies  morning  home- basing  end  follow-on  assignments  as  pertains  to 
unaccompanied  hardship  overseas  tours  are  similar  to  the  proposed  thesis  of  this  research.  These 
terms  are  defined  in  the  DOD  directive  on  military  personnel  esstgnment  and  are  as  follows: 

Home- baaing  Policy.  All  Military  Services  shall,  whenever  feasible,  hove  a  home-basing 
policy  under  which  service  members  assigned  to  unaccompanied  hanfehip  overseas  tours  or 
Service  designated  sea  duty  shall  be  returned  to  the  location  of  their  previous  CONUS 
assignment  ( 10:4). 

Follow-on  assignment  policy:  For  those  *ervtce  members  assigned  to  unaccompanied  hardship 
overawe  tours  and  not  participating  m  he  home-basing  program,  the  Military  Services  shall , 
whenever  practicable,  provide  notification  of  follow-on  assignments  before  the  service 
members  depart  for  a  hardship  to  *  ( 1 0:4). 

Since  Implementation  of  these  two  policies  in  1977,  DOO  has  saved  scarce  PCS  funds  and  has 
reduce  acme  family  moves  previously  required  by  a  short  tour  assignment  While  DOD  looks  for 
new  ways  to  reduce  PCS  costs,  Inflation  and  moving  expenses  continue  to  Increase.  Again,  DOD 
studies  appear  to  have  addressed  the  normal  PCS  problems  and  hove  not  looked  at  the  PCS  of  short 
duration. 

Rato  Family  Turmoil 

Family  turmoil  within  the  military  services  is  caused  by  many  different  reasons. 
However,  the  greatest  reason  is  a  PCS  move  with  all  Its  attendant  spinoffs  "And  there's  definitely 
no  way  to  eliminate  the  personal  turmoil  of  a  move"  ( 6:57).  Another  article  put  It  this  way. 
"Uprooting  a  home  is  never  easy,  regardless  of  how  many  times  a  person  has  awakened  to  the  cold 
gray  dawn  of  'P-Da/— Packing  Day.  The  emotions!  toll  of  stepping  off  into  the  unknown  Is  great. 
The  hundreds  of  details  that  need  attention  are  physically  exhausting"  ( 6:57). 

The  turmoil  cause  by  PCS  moves  is  cyclic  for  the  military  family.  They  make  friends,  the 
children  adjust  (hopefully)  to  new  schools,  become  adopted  to  a  community  way  of  life,  etc.— all 
which  will  change  In  a  year  or  two  and  the  cycle  begins  all  over  again.  "Moving  becomes  rougher 
on  chlldsrn  as  they  got  older"  ( 4:3 1 ).  A  quote  heard  from  many  teenagers  is  "I  had  an  especially 
hard  time  in  high  school.  I  wanted  to  graduate  with  the  same  class  I  started  with.  I  didn't  want  to 
pick  up  and  move"  ( 4:3 1 ).  Following  frequent  moves,  "Children  can  eventually  choose  to  turn 
away  from  all  close  relationships  and  become  emotionelly  numb"  ( 1 3:20). 


6 


PCS  moves  cause  reactions  not  typical  of  the  people  involved  Even  the  smallest  problem  becomes 
magnified  by  the  stresses  of  a  move.  “Any  behavior  is  possible,  up  to  and  including 
suicide"  ( 1 :5).  Because  of  this  possibility,  any  reduction  in  the  frequency  of  family  moves  will 
certainly  reduce  turmoil  and  possibly  a  catastrophic  situation  for  some  families. 

"A  great  deal  of  the  stress  of  moving  is  related  to  money.  Paying  out-of-pocket  expenses 
and  travel  costs  not  covered  by  moving  allowances ...  all  add  up  to  financial  frustration"  ( 1 :5-6). 
In  an  Air  Force  survey  conducted  in  1 984,  "Almost  60  percent  of  the  respondents  said  they  had  to 
borrow  money  from  lending  institutions  or  tap  their  own  savings  to  finance  the 
government-ordered  move"  (8:1).  "Service  members  are  not  only  et  a  distinct  financial 
disadvantage,  but  the  financial  penalties  are  repetitive  due  to  the  frequency  of  PCS  moves  over  the 
course  of  a  career"  ( 8:25).  Some  PCS  costs  and  reimbursements  determined  by  a  1 984  survey 
ore  provided  in  Appendix  C. 

Summary 

While  most  of  the  literature  addresses  PCS  costs  and  family  turmoil  as  separate  areas, 
the  latter  would  certainly  be  reduced  if  the  PCS  frequency  was  reduced.  It  appears  that  the  more 
PCS  moves  a  family  experiences,  the  harder  it  becomes  to  adjust,  especially  for  the  family  with 
children.  The  considerations  for  children  and  their  significance  in  PCS  decisions  Is  a  specific 
question  on  the  questionnaire  developed  for  Input  to  this  research.  This  will  be  covered  In  the  next 
chapters  along  with  other  concerns  relating  to  PCS  moves.  The  next  chapter  will  incorporate  these 
concerns  into  the  research  design  and  procedures. 
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CHAPTER  III 


RESEARCH  DESIGN  AND  PROCEDURES 


fattlfltt 

In  the  previous  chapter,  the  Department  of  Defense  ( DOD)  problems  with  Increasing 
Permanent  Change  of  Station  ( PCS)  costs  and  the  impact  of  PCS  moves  on  family  stability  were 
discussed  Following  the  literature  review,  a  questionnaire  was  developed  (see  Appendix  B)  to 
gather  data  concerning  the  thesis  of  this  research.  Following  the  questionnaire  development,  a 
pretest  was  conducted  using  ten  subjects  similar  to  the  population  to  be  surveyed  Minor 
problems  with  the  questionnaire  were  corrected  prior  to  final  administration. 

The  Population  and  Sample 

The  population  for  this  survey  was  ell  the  married,  American  officers  who  were  students 
In  the  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (ACSC),  Class  of  1986.  Reserve  officers  on  active  duty  just 
to  attend  ACSC  were  exempted  since  they  were  not  representative  of  the  fulltime,  active  duty, 
married  officers  who  must  make  a  PCS  move  at  periodic  intervals.  The  survey  was  conducted 
during  the  period  12-22  November  1985.  The  survey  was  distributed  through  the  student  chain 
of  command  which  reported  that  the  population  was  434.  Of  this,  349  returned  the  questionnaire 
which  represents  80  percent  of  the  population.  Twenty-six  of  the  349  were  not  used  for  the 


following  reasons: 

Spouse  also  In  the  military  (not  representative  of  population) . 13 

Legally  separated  from  spouse  ( not  representative  of  population) .  1 

Already  stationed  at  Maxwell  AFB  ( No  PCS  required) .  6 

USN  and  USNR-one  each.  ( Semple  too  smell) .  2 

USMC.  (Semple  too  smell) . 

26 


Therefore,  the  sample  total  is  323  composed  of  293  Air  Force  officers  and  30  Army  officers. 

These  totals  hereafter  will  be  considered  to  be  1 00  percent  of  the  scmple.  The  results  for  the  four 
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Marines  and  two  Novy  officers  will  not  be  included  since  the  sample  is  so  small  end  cannot  be 
considered  to  be  representative. 

According  to  the  Evaluation  Department,  ACSC,  the  sample  represents  a  confidence  level 
above  99.9  percent  and  a  precision  level  of  better  then  five  percent.  This  large  sample  of  the 
population  minimizes  the  risk  of  inferences  while  the  reliability  is  well  within  the  parameters 
expected  for  surveys. 

ftMrttonnrtm 

The  questionnaire  administered  ( See  Appendix  B)  was  developed  using  a  combination  of 
multiple  choice  or  closed  end  questions  and  some  open  end  questions.  Some  of  the  closed  end 
questions  also  had  a  space  for  open  end  responses  which  were  solicited  by  the  question.  Many  times 
it  is  Important  for  the  personnel  manager  to  know  “why"  an  officer  selected  a  particular 
detractor.  This  gives  the  manager  a  little  more  insight  into  the  impact  of  a  movement  order  he 
prepares.  Where  possible,  the  "Intensity1'  question  was  used  to  provide  a  degree  of  strength  in  the 
response.  This  also  will  provide  the  manager  with  additional  Information  on  which  to  base  his 
decisions. 

Since  there  are  officers  from  other  services  attending  ACSC,  a  question  was  Included  to 
distinguish  those  officers,  so  a  separate  finding  me/  be  made  for  each  service.  Questions 
pertaining  to  the  weight  of  household  goods  ( HHG)  and  distance  from  previous  duty  stations  were 
included  so  an  approximate  cost  of  shipping  HH0  can  be  calculated. 

Questions  pertaining  to  the  current  location  of  the  family  and  reasons  for  the  decisions 
concerning  their  PCS  to  Maxwell  AFB  were  included.  This  definitely  will  impact  on  the  analysis 
and  findings.  Also,  some  "what  if"  questions  were  included  pertaining  to  PCS  decisions.  A  question 
concerning  the  impact  of  the  considerations  for  their  childern  was  included.  As  children  become 
older ,  especially  when  they  get  into  high  school ,  many  family  decisions  are  based  on  the  needs  or 
desires  of  the  children.  Since  the  current  home- basing  and  follow-on  assignment  programs  are 
important  in  reducing  PCS  costs  and  family  turmoil ,  questions  were  included  to  determine  the 
extent  of  familiarity  with  the  existence  of  these  two  programs. 

Subjects  for  the  Pretest 

Ten  married,  American  students  in  the  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (ACSC)  were 
selected  at  random  to  participate  in  this  pretest  sampling  of  the  total  population.  The 
questionnaires  were  returned  on  8  October  1 985.  One  of  the  subjects  was  a  United  States  Air 
Force  Reserve  ( USAFR)  officer  on  active  duty  only  to  attend  ACSC.  Since  the  thesis  was  developed 
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with  the  career  active  duty  officer  in  mind,  the  questionnaire  reeponaea  by  the  USAFR  officer  were 
not  considered  epproprtete  to  the  context  of  this  stuty.  This  is  especially  true  when  considering 
that  USAFR  officers  are  not  subject  to  repetitive  PCS  moves  or  the  family  turmoil  caused  by  these 
PCS  moves.  All  subjects  were  USAF  Majors  with  on  overage  of  1 3.2  years  of  commissioned 
service.  Specialties  included  three  pilots,  one  navigator  and  five  non-rated. 

One  pretest  subject  wee  married  to  another  active  duty  officer.  The  answers  on  that 
subject's  questionnaire  seemed  appropriate  and  "in  line"  with  whet  was  expected.  At  this  point  in 
the  research,  responses  from  subjects  married  to  another  active  duty  officer  seemed  acceptable 
However ,  it  was  determined  after  reading  the  comments  from  these  respondents  that  their 
responses  were  not  representative  of  the  population. 

Based  on  the  results  of  the  pretest,  some  word  changes  and  other  minor  problems  were 
corrected  in  the  questionnaire.  Some  changes  in  the  cover  letter  were  necessary  to  eliminate 
leading,  conclusive  statements  that  may  have  prejudiced  some  of  the  respondents.  A  situation 
paragraph  was  deleted  as  being  superfluous  once  two  questions  were  restructured. 

Summary 

Selection  of  the  sample  size  is  critical  to  insure  the  results  of  the  survey  will  be  accepted 
as  being  representative  of  the  population.  A  significant  pert  of  the  survey  is  the  development  of 
the  questionnaire  which  is  based  on  the  purpose  of  the  survey  and  the  survey  plan.  The 
questionnaire  must  provide  the  desired  information  or  dote  on  which  to  base  findings  end 
conclusions  which  will  be  addressed  in  the  next  two  chapters. 
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CHAPTER  IV 


FINDINGS 


ftaol at 

In  the  preceding  chapters,  the  Importance  of  reducing  PCS  moves  end  the  resulting  family 
turmoil  was  covered.  This  chapter  will  look  at  the  findings  and  the  data  and  results  from  the 
questionnaire  discussed  in  chapter  III.  The  basic  data  from  the  objective  questions  Is  at  Appendix  K 
while  the  cumulative  results  of  the  multiple  choice  and  objective* type  questions  are  at  Appendix  L 
in  a  format  similar  to  that  of  the  questionnaire.  The  findings  for  the  Air  Force  will  be  discussed 
separately  from  the  findings  for  the  Army  to  allow  easier  analysis  by  the  services  and  other 
interacted  personnel.  The  responses  to  the  open  end  questions  including  a  selection  of  the  most 
representative  comments  are  covered  in  more  detail  in  Appendixes  D  -  J. 

findifKP-lltflroturfl 

The  literature  relative  to  permanent  change  of  station  ( PCS)  costs  revealed  e  continuing 
rise  In  annuel  costs  for  the  Deportment  of  Defense  ( DOD)  and  a  continuing  pressure  to  reduce 
these  costs  in  the  face  of  increasing  budget  constraints.  Concurrent  with  this  Is  an  increase  in  the 
out-of-pocket  expenses  the  officer  must  pay  each  time  he  makes  a  PCS  move.  Excessive  moving 
coet  was  just  one  reason  that  increased  the  family  turmoil  with  each  PCS  move.  Numerous  articles 
expound  on  the  trauma,  instability,  psychological  problems  and  general  turmoil  each  PCS  move 

Findings  -  USAF  Respondents  to  Questionnaire 

The  results  of  the  survey  questionnaire  administered  to  married,  American  students  in  the 
USAF  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (ACSC)  were  certainly  enlightening  and  of  significant  benefit 
In  addressing  the  thesis.  The  cumulative  data  from  the  objective  questions  is  contained  In  Table 
K-7  (See  Appendix  B  or  L  for  the  questions).  The  basic  data,  by  respondent,  to  the  objective 
questions  Is  at  Appendix  K,  while  the  objective  results  with  questions  In  a  format  similar  to  the 
questionnaire  are  at  Appendix  L.  The  subjective  responses  to  questions  1 2- 1 5  and  2 1  -  22  are  in 
Appendixes  D- 1,  respectively,  with  some  miscellaneous  comments  in  Appendix  J.  Again,  the 
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sample  consisted  of  293  Air  Force  Officers  and  30  Army  Officers.  The  Army  findings  will  be 
discussed  separately.  Table  N- 1  provides  PCS  cost  savings  by  service  by  question. 

Some  of  the  basic  information  concerning  the  respondents  can  be  taken  from  the  table 
(Questions  1,3,4,10).  Question  5  provides  the  breakout  by  specialty  status  and  question  6 
provides  the  numbers  of  pilots  and  navigators  who  have  been  on  flying  status  for  varying  lengths 
of  time. 

Question  8  requested  the  number  of  miles  (to  the  nearest  1 00  miles)  from  the  previous 
assignment  location.  For  those  officers  coming  from  overseas,  500  miles  were  used  for  those 
returning  from  the  East  ( Europe,  etc. ,)  and  2500  miles  were  used  for  those  returning  from  the 
West  (Japan,  Korea,  etc).  Table  K-7  provides  the  average  for  each  specialty  group.  The 
approximate  cost  to  move  the  household  goods  ( HHG)  was  computed  for  each  respondent  using  the 
tables  (references  2  and  5)  provided  by  military  transportation.  The  cost  is  listed  for  each 
respondent  in  Appendix  K.  The  approximate  cost  to  move  the  HHG  for  all  the  respondents  averaged 
$4,750.  This  addBd  to  $91 0  per  officer  for  out-of-pocket  costs  equals  $5,660  which  was  the 
approximate,  average  cost  to  the  government  for  the  PCS  move  made  by  each  officer  to  the  Maxwell 
AFB  area.  This  PCS  cost  figure  of  $5 ,660  will  be  used  for  all  cost/cost  savings  figures  derived 
from  analysis  of  the  other  results. 

From  question  1 1 .  34  ( 1 1.6  percent)  families  did  not  accompany  their  spouse  to 
Maxwell.  Question  1 2  was  a  follow-on  question  to  1 1  and  revealed  that  32  ( 1 0.9  percent) 
families  remained  in  the  area  of  the  spouse's  previous  assignment.  The  reasons  for  this  are  listed 
in  Appendix  D  along  with  some  verbatim  comments  from  respondents.  For  the  most  part,  the 
reasons  related  to  reducing  or  eliminating  family  turmoil  and  providing  the  family  stability- 
children  in  school ,  spouse's  career ,  spouse  going  to  school  and  those  with  multiple  reasons.  Some 
officers  stated  the/  would  probably  get  reassigned  to  their  previous  base,  many  hoped  to,  but  none 
had  a  guarantee  or  orders.  By  these  34  families  making  the  decision  not  to  move  to  Maxwell ,  the 
government  had  a  unrealized  PCS  savings  of  approximately  $  1 92.440  ( 34  times  $5,660).  But 
in  the  cases  of  these  families,  stability  was  the  reason  they  stayed-  -  not  from  anything  the  Air 
Force  promised  them  or  did  for  them.  The  reel  savings  will  be  realized  if  they  do  send  most  of  the 
34  officers  back  to  their  previous  location  not  requiring  the  family  to  move  at  all.  In  essence,  the 
government  potentially  will  have  saved  $384,880— on  34  officers  thet  could  have  been 
"home- based"  under  the  thesis  of  this  research.  This  is  the  minimum  saved  because  if  on  officer 
gets  PCS  orders,  he  will  have  to  move  to  his  new  base  and  a  second  officer  will  have  to  move  to  fill 
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the  first  officer's  position.  The  government  is  paying  for  two  moves  when  there  is  e  possibility 
that  neither  one  was  really  necessary. 

Question  1 3  asked,  “If  your  family  did  not  accompany  you  to  the  Maxwell/Montgomery 
area  and  they  did  not  remain  at  your  previous  assignment  location,  please  explain  where  they  went 
and  why."  Four  respondents  answered  ( c-en  Appendix  E  for  verbatim  comments).  Only  one  of  these 
four  officers  said  they  had  a  follow-on  assignment  to  the  area  where  their  family  moved.  Some  of 
these  officers  have  already  saved  the  government  a  lot  of  PCS  funds  with  more  savings  to  be 
realized  if  the  Air  Force  assigns  them  to  the  base  near  where  their  family  is  currently  located. 

Question  1 4  asked,  "If  there  had  been  a  change  in  the  personnel  assignment  system  that 
would  have  allowed  you  and  your  assignment  officer/functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS 
base/post  of  your  assignment  after  ACSC  ( guaranteed) ,  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that 
locution  prior  to  reporting  into  ACSC?"  Thirteen  ( A.A  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Yes,"  28 
( 9.6  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  and  40  ( 1 3.7  percent)  responded  "Undecided."  If  the  41 
who  responded  "yes"  had  been  authorized  to  do  that,  they  would  have  saved  the  government  41  PCS 
moves  at  the  representative  cost  of  $5,660  each  or  $232,060— nearly  a  quarter  of  a  million 
dollars.  There  is  a  good  probability  that  some  of  the  40  "Undecided"  officers  would  have  accepted 
this  for  even  greeter  savings.  Following  the  objective  pert  of  question  1 4,  the  question  asked  the 
respondent  to,  "Please  state  the  reasons/rationale  for  your  answer."  The  subjective  responses  to 
this  are  at  Appendix  F.  The  negative  responses  were  in  the  majority  with  many  officers  viewing 
the  situation  posed  by  this  question  as  being  on  unnecessary  family  separation.  In  fact,  a  few 
officers  stated  that  if  they  could  not  have  brought  their  family  they  would  not  have  attended  ACSC. 
Six  said  they  could  not  afford  the  cost  of  maintaining  two  households  and  others  said  they  would 
have  come  unaccompanied  if  they  could  have  gotten  a  room  in  the  Bachelor  Officer  Quarters  ( BOQ). 
That  is  a  real  problem  and  must  be  rectified  if  more  officers  elect  to  come  to  the  Air  University 
unaccompainied.  Of  those  that  responded  "yes,"  most  gave  the  reasons  of  reducing  family  turmoil 
and  providing  stability  for  their  children's  education. 

Question  1 5,  an  extension  of  question  14,  asked,  "In  order  to  confirm  your  assignment 
after  ACSC  so  you  could  move  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  to  Maxwell ,  would  you  have  accepted 
an  assignment  location  that  was  not  listed  in  your  three  choices?"  Four  ( 1 .4  percent)  responded 
“Definitely  Yes,"  30  ( 1 0.2  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  and  58  ( 1 9.8  percent)  responded 
"Undecided."  It  is  interesting  to  note  that  of  the  34  that  responded  “yes"  to  this  question,  20  did 
not  respond  "yes"  to  question  1 4  which  would  result  in  an  additional  $  1 1 3,200  ( 20  times 
$5,660)  in  potential  savings.  Subjective  responses  to  this  question  are  at  Appendix  0.  Like  the 
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responses  to  question  1 4 ,  there  were  more  negstive  then  positive  responses  with  the  desire  for 
meinteining  the  fsmlty  togetherness  being  the  leading  reeson.  There  were  e  large  number  of 
"undecided's"  that  would  possibly  have  taken  advantage  of  this  if  e  policy  had  been  in  effect.  Even 
still ,  with  the  4 1  "yes"  responses  to  question  1  i  added  to  the  additional  20  "yes"  responses  for 
question  15,  a  potential  savings  of  $345,260  (61  times  $5,660)  may  have  been  realized  if  the 
follow-on  assignment  policy  tied  been  in  effect. 

Question  1 6  asked,  "If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  could  return  to  that 
same  CONUS  area  after  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  for  them?" 
Sixty-one  ( 20.6  percent)  officers  responded  "Definitely  Yes,"  66  ( 22.5  percent)  responded 
"Probably  Yes"  end  47  ( 1 6.0  percent)  responded  "Undecided."  This  program  was  the  most 
popular  proposal  and  would  have  potentially  saved  the  government  $  1 ,437 ,640  ( Two  PCS  moves 
for  1 27  families  at  $5,660  per  move).  Eight  officers  picked  e  "yes"  response  for  questions  1 4  or 
1 5  who  did  not  pick  a  "yes"  response  for  question  1 6.  So,  if  both  the  follow-on  and  home-basing 
programs  had  been  effective,  the  government  may  have  saved  at  least  $  1 ,482,920  ( 262  times 
$5,660)  plus  an  additional  $820,700  ( 1 45  times  $5,660)  possible  for  those  that  responded 
"Undecided"  for  questions  14-16.  Some  respondents  provided  unsolicited  subjective  comments 
relative  to  question  1 6.  They  are  presented  in  Appendix  J. 

Question  1 7  asked.  "If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  e  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you 
would  be  going  on  an  nnmmp«ni«rt  oversees  long  tour  after  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family  at 
your  previous  station  without  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell?"  From  the  normal 
assignment  distribution,  some  ACSC  graduates  will  be  assigned  to  a  overseas  long  tour.  If  the 
assignments  could  be  programmed,  then  some  officers,  prior  to  coming  to  ACSC,  could  volunteer 
for  these  overseas  long  tours  and  agree  to  leave  their  family  at  their  previous  station  without  a 
PCS  to  the  Maxwell  area.  Ir.  the  case  of  this  class,  26  ( 8.9  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Yes," 

22  (7.5  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  while  26  (8.9  percent)  responded  “Undecided."  This 
potentially  would  have  saved  the  government  $27 1 ,680  ( 48  times  $5,660).  Two  of  the  48  had 
not  answered  questions  14-16  with  a  "yes”  which  would  add  a  little  more  to  the  potential  savings. 

Question  1 8  asked  the  same  as  question  1 7  but  in  reference  to  a  short  tour.  Thirty-six 
( 1 2.3  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Yes,”  52  ( 1 7.7  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  end  38 
( 1 3.0  percent)  were  "Undecided."  This  indicates  a  strong  desire  to  stabilize  their  families  at 
their  previous  location  rather  than  PCS  them  to  the  Maxwell  area  for  ACSC  and  then  to 
"who- knows- where"  while  the  sponsor  goes  on  a  overseas  short  tour.  This  is  in  accordance  with 
many  officers  who  wont  to  provide  stability  and  cause  the  least  amount  of  turmoil  for  their 


families.  If  the  88  respondents  wcuKt  leave  their  families  at  their  previous  location,  that  would 
save  88  PCS  moves.  P  lus  another  possible  88  PCS  moves  might  be  saved  from  Maxwell  to  a  CONUS 
loactran  of  choice  prior  to  the  sponsor  departing  for  the  short  tour.  This  is  a  potential  savings  of 
$996, 160(176  times  $5 ,660).  Taking  this  one  step  further,  the  officer  on  a  short  tour  can  be 
home- based  beck  to  the  base  of  his  previous  CONUS  assignment,  thusly  saving  another  PCS  move. 
So  for  a  little  prior  plannig  for  overseas  short  tour  requirements,  the  Air  Force  could  save  three 
PCS  moves  for  some  families. 

In  managing  personnel  and  making  assignment,  the  responsible  officer  must  be  aware  of 
the  impact  children  have  on  the  decisions  officers  make  relative  to  moving  their  family-  In  some 
of  the  fubje-tive  responses  to  previous  questions,  providing  stability  for  children's  education  or 
r  at  wanting  their  children  to  attend  the  perceived  “substandard"  Montgomery  area  schools  was  the 
r  eason  many  gave  for  not  bringing  their  families  to  the  Maxwell  AFB  area.  Question  2 1  was, 
“Considerations  pertaining  to  my  children  impacted  on  my  decisions  and  answers  to  the  above 
questions.”  One  hundred,  sixty  (54.6  percent)  responded  “Strongly  Agree,”  while  another  81 
( 27.6  percent)  responded  “Agree.”  Anytime  an  assignment  officer  or  personnel  manager  con  do 
anything  for  an  officer  that  may  go  along  with  this  reasoning  will  certainly  improve  that  officer's 
end  his  family's  morale  and  attitude  toward  the  Air  Force.  Apppendix  H  has  some  of  the  subjective 
comments  for  this  question.  Marty  feel  that  family  separation  Is  not  good  for  the  children  while 
others  feel  that  each  PCS  move  is  traumatic  and  a  disruption  for  children,  especially  teenagers  and 
those  in  high  school. 

Question  22  was  an  open  response  question  that  stated,  “If  there  are  any  other 
circumstances  (not  covered  in  above  answers)  that  would  have  caused  you  to  not  move  your  family 
when  you  cam^  ’  oL.  plesse  list  below  end/ornn  the  back  of  this  page.”  The  reason  given  by  the 
greatest  r.u  jr  of  respondents  was  “not  being  able  to  sell  their  house  and  the  fact  that  they  could 
not  afford  two  house  payments."  The  next  highest  number  of  responaes  was  “to  make  ACSC 
:taier.“  There  are  3jme  fairly  emotional  comments  relative  to  these  reasons  and  others  in 
Appendix  I.  Others  dealt  with  preventing  family  turmoil  and  stability  for  family  and  children's 
education. 

During  discussions  with  Air  Force  01 1  icers  concerning  the  thesis  of  this  research  and  the 
development  of  the  questionnaire,  a  general  lack  of  knowledge  on  the  port  of  these  officers  relative 
tn  \  he  current  home-  basing  end  follow-on  assignment  programs  was  discovered.  Questions  23  end 
24  were  included  in  the  questionnaire  to  determine  the  degree  of  familiarity  with  these  programs 
since  they  impact  significantly  on  PCS  costs  and  cost  savings.  Question  23  asked,  "Are you 
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familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Home-Basing  Program  which  states:  'A  home- basing  assignment 
provides  for  the  return  of  the  officers  to  the  same  CONUS  base  from  which  they  departed  for  an 
oversea  short  tour?'  (AFR  36-20).  Only  36  ( 1 2.3  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Familiar" 
while  1 15  (39.2  percent)  responded  "Somewhat  Familiar."  Thirty-four  ( 1 1.6  percent) 
responded  "Uncertain"  and  70  (23.9  percent)  responded  "Never  Heard  of  the  Home-Basing 
Program." 

Question  24  asked,  "Are  you  familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Follow-on  Program  which  states: 
'A  follow-on  assignment  provides  for  advance  determination  of  the  CONUS  or  oversea  long  tour 
base  to  which  an  officer  will  be  assigned  after  completing  a  short  tour?"  (AFR  36-20).  Only  44 
( 15.0  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Familiar"  while  137  (46.8  percent)  responded  "Somewhat 
Familiar."  Forty- two  (14.3  percent)  responded  "Uncertain"  and  70  (23.9  percent)  responded 
"Never  Heard  of  the  Home- Basing  Program."  Some  subjective  comments  pertaining  to  these  two 
programs  arc  in  Appendix  J.  From  these  negative  comments,  it  appears  that  this  is  an  area  that 
the  Air  Force  needs  to  improve. 

F indinqs  -  US  Army  Respondents  to  Questionnaire 

Each  year,  approximately  44  US  Army  officers  are  selected  to  attend  the  Air  Command  and 
Staff  College  (ACSC)  at  Maxwell  AFB,  Alabama  located  in  Montgomery.  The  ACSC  class  of  1 986  had 
30  married  USA  officers  that  were  respondents  to  the  survey.  In  Table  K-7,  reference  number 
"F"  is  the  USA  cumulative  dote  from  the  objective  questions  ( See  Appendix  B  or  L  for  the 
questions).  The  basic  data,  by  respondent ,  to  the  objective  questions  is  at  Appendix  K ,  while  the 
objective  results  with  questions  in  a  format  similar  to  the  questionnaire  are  at  Appendix  L.  The 
subjective  responses  to  some  of  the  open-end  questions  are  at  Appendix  M.  Table  N- 1  provides 
PCS  cost  savings  fay  service  by  question. 

The  basic  data  for  the  Army  respondents  can  be  obtained  from  Table  K-7  or  Appendix  L. 
Question  8  requested  the  number  of  miles  ( to  the  nearest  1 00  miles)  from  the  previous 
assignment  location.  For  those  officers  coming  from  oversees,  500  miles  were  used  for  those 
returning  from  the  East  ( Europe,  etc. ,)  and  2500  miles  were  used  for  those  returning  from  the 
West  (Japan,  Korea,  etc.).  Table  K-7  provides  the  average  for  the  group.  The  approximate  cost  to 
move  the  household  goods  ( HHG)  was  computed  for  each  respondent  using  the  tables  ( references  2 
and  5)  provided  by  military  transportation.  The  cost  is  listed  for  each  respondent  in  Appendix  K. 
The  approximate  cost  to  move  the  HHG  for  all  the  Army  respondents  averaged  $4,250.  This  added 
to  $9 1 0  per  officer  for  out-of-pocket  costs  equals  $5, 1 60  which  was  the  approximate,  overage 
cost  to  the  government  for  the  PCS  move  made  by  each  Army  officer  to  the  Maxwell  AFB  area. 
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This  PCS  cost  figure  of  $5 , 1 60  will  be  used  for  ell  cost/cost  savings  figures  derived  from  analysis 
of  the  other  results. 

From  question  1 1 ,  three  ( 1 0.0  percent)  families  did  not  accompany  their  spouse  to 
Maxwell.  Question  1 2  was  a  follow-on  question  to  1 1  and  revealed  that  two  of  the  three  families 
remained  in  the  area  of  the  spouse's  previous  assignment.  The  third  family  remained  at  the  some 
location  they  were  while  the  officer  was  on  a  short  tour  end  they  did  not  PCS  to  Maxwell.  The 
reasons  for  this  are  listed  in  Appendix  M  along  with  some  verbatim  comments  from  respondents. 

By  these  three  families  making  the  decision  not  to  move  to  Maxwell ,  the  Army  had  a  unrealized  PCS 
savings  of  approximately  $  1 5,480  ( 3  times  $5,1 60).  The  real  savings  will  be  realized  if  they  do 
send  the  two  officers  back  to  their  previous  location  end  the  third  to  the  post  near  his  family's 
current  location- -not  requiring  any  of  the  families  to  move.  In  essence,  the  Army  potentially  will 
hove  saved  $30,960-  -on  three  officers  that  could  have  been  "home- based"  under  the  thesis  of 
this  research. 

Question  1 4  asked,  "If  there  had  been  a  change  in  the  personnel  essignment  system  that 
would  have  allowed  you  and  your  assignment  officer /functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS 
base/post  of  your  assignment  after  ACSC  (guaranteed),  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that 
location  prior  to  reporting  into  ACSC?"  Two  (6.7  percent)  responded  "Definitely  Yes,"  five 
( 1 6.7  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  and  four  ( 1 3.3  percent)  responded  "Undecided."  From 
question  1 5,  an  extension  of  question  14,  one  additional  officer  responded  “yes"  for  a  total  of  eight, 
if  the  eight  who  responded  "yes"  had  been  authorized  to  do  that,  they  would  have  saved  the 
government  eight  PCS  moves  at  the  representative  cost  of  $5, 1 60  each  or  $41 ,280.  Following 
the  objective  part  of  question  1 4,  the  question  asked  the  respondent  to,  "Please  state  the 
reesons/rationale  for  your  answer. "  The  subjective  responses  to  this  ore  at  Appendix  M.  The 
negative  responses  were  in  the  majority  with  many  officers  viewing  the  situation  posed  by  this 
question  as  being  an  unnecessary  family  separation.  Of  those  that  responded  "yes,"  most  gave  the 
reasons  of  reducing  family  turmoil  end  providing  stability  for  their  children's  education. 

Question  1 6  asked,  "If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  could  return  to  that 
same  CONUS  area  after  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family  there  without  e  PCS  for  them?" 
Twelve  ( 40.0  percent)  officers  responded  "Definitely  Yes"  and  four  ( 1 3.3  percent)  responded 
"Probably  Yes  ".  This  program  was  the  most  popular  proposal  with  the  Army  respondents  and 
would  have  potentially  saved  the  Army  $82 ,560  ( 1 6  times  $5 , 1 60). 

Question  1 7  asked,  "If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you 
would  be  going  on  an  accompanied  overseas  Jpog  tour  after  ACSC,  would  you  hove  left  your  family  at 
your  previous  station  without  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell?"  Some  ACSC  level 
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graduates  will  be  assigned  to  e  oversees  long  tour.  If  the  assignments  could  be  programmed,  then 
some  officers  could  volunteer  for  them  and  agree  to  leave  their  family  at  their  previous  station 
without  e  PCS  to  the  Maxwell  area.  From  the  30  Army  respondents,  four  ( 1 3.3  percent) 
responded  "Definitely  Yes"  and  two  (6.7  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  This  potentially 
would  have  saved  the  govt  rnment  $30,960  ( 6  times  $5,1 60). 

Question  1 8  asked  the  seme  as  question  1 7  but  in  reference  to  e  short  tour.  Three  ( 1 0.0 
percent)  responded  "Defi  litely  Yes,"  eleven  ( 36.7  percent)  responded  "Probably  Yes"  and  five 
( 16.7  percent)  were  "Uncacided."  This  indicates  e  strong  desire  by  the  Army  officers  to  stabilize 
their  families  at  their  previous  location  rather  than  PCS  them  to  the  Maxwell  ores  for  ACSC  and 
then  move  again  prior  to  going  on  e  short  tour,  If  the  1 4  respondents  would  leave  their  families 
at  their  previous  location,  that  would  save  1 4  PCS  moves.  Plus  another  possible  1 4  PCS  moves 
might  be  saved  from  Maxwell  to  e  CONUS  load  ion  of  choice  prior  to  the  sponsor  deporting  for  the 
short  tour.  This  Is  a  potentiel  savings  of  $123 ,840  (28  times  $5, 160).  Taking  this  one  step 
further ,  the  officer  on  e  short  tour  can  be  home-  based  back  to  the  base  of  his  previous  CONUS 
assignment,  thusly  saving  another  PCS  move.  So  for  a  little  prior  plannlg  for  overseas  short  tour 
requirements,  the  Army  could  save  three  PCS  moves  for  some  families. 

The  Army  responses  to  questions  2 1  and  22  were  similar  in  nature  to  those  of  the  Air 
Force  respondents.  The  Army  subjective  comments  are  at  Appendix  M.  Questions  23  and  24 
pertained  specifically  to  the  Air  Force. 

Question  25  was  included  in  the  questionnaire  to  determine  the  degree  of  familiarity  by 
the  Army  respondents  with  the  Army's  home- basing  and  follow-on  assignment  programs.  This  is 
Important  since  they  impact  significantly  on  PCS  costs  and  cost  savings.  Question  25  asked,  "For 
Officers  from  services  other  than  USAF.  Does  your  service  have  programs  similar  to  the  two 
outlined  in  items  23  and  24  above?  If  'Yes' ,  please  outline  details  on  the  back  of  this  page." 

a.  Yes 

b.  No 

c.  Uncertain 

Only  nine  ( 30.0  percent)  indicated  they  knew  the  Army  had  such  programs  but  most  could  not 
provide  any  details.  Eight  ( 26.7  percent)  indicated  the  Army  does  not  have  these  programs  while 
13  (43.3  percent)  were  uncertain.  As  a  result  of  the  high  percentage  ( 70  percent)  that 
indicated  the  Army  did  not  have  these  programs  or  they  were  uncertain,  It  appears  that  this  is  an 
area  that  the  Army  needs  to  improve. 
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OiacuaalflQ 

Air  Force  pilots  and  navigators  who  have  not  met  the  maximum  gate  normally  will  seek 
rated  assignments  at  least  until  they  achieve  the  highest  gate  possible.  Therefore,  personnel 
managers  and  alignment  officers  must  be  aware  of  the  needs  of  these  officers  and  assign  them  to  a 
base  where  they  can  get  rated  assignments.  Follow-on  or  home-basing  assignments  could  be 
"routine"  for  these  officers. 

There  apparently  is  a  "perceived  policy"  that  back-to-back  or  repeat  assignments  at  the 
same  base  are  not  career  enhancing  or  career  progression  and  must  be  avoided.  This  author  could 
not  find  any  substantiation  that  this  is  an  official  policy  of  the  Air  Force.  It  may  have  started  out 
with  avoid  returning  to  the  same  job/position  at  the  same  base  which  is  different  than  returning  to 
the  same  bsse  and  getting  a  different  job  of  Increasing  responsibility  or  one  commensurate  with 
the  officer's  rank.  This  "perceived  policy"  is  certainly  counter- productive  to  the  home- basing 
and  follow-on  assignment  programs  and  is  probably  costing  the  Air  Force  and  government  a 
significant  amount  of  PCS  dollars.  If  no  one  wants  to  return  to  a  base,  then  there  is  essentially  no 
effective  home- basing  or  follow-on  assignment  programs.  There  are  normally  multiple  channels 
and  units  for  progression  through  positions  of  increasing  authority  and  responsibility,  as  one 
increeses  in  rank ,  at  the  same  base.  There  are  some  bases  with  elements  of  more  than  one  MAOOM 
at  the  same  base  and  some  officers  can  even  change  commands  possibly  without  changing  bases. 

So,  returning  to  the  same  base  certainly  should  not  inhibit  career  progression. 

From  the  questionnaire,  some  officers  do  not  trust  personnel  managers  or  assignment 
officers- -the  system- -and  are  not  confident  that  if  they  get  orders  for  a  follow-on  or  home- based 
assignment,  that  the  orders  will  not  be  changed  and  they  will  suffer  the  consequences  caused  by 
this  change.  Many  officers  would  not  take  advantage  of  these  programs  because  they  could  lose  a  lot 
of  money  if  their  orders  were  changed  after  they  had  made  a  commitment  In  the  future  assignment 
location.  These  assignments  must  be  gureranteed  to  the  officer  so  he  can  buy  a  house  if  he  desires. 
Cost  savings  programs  such  as  these  must  have  the  highest  levels  of  support  and  the  system  must 
demonstrate  that  its  guarantees  are  just  that.  The  orders  might  contain  a  statement  to  the  effect 
that  they  cannot  be  cancelled  without  written  authorization  by  the  officer. 

The  implementation  of  these  programs  will  impact  on  base  housing.  New  rules  or  policies 
may  be  required  to  allow  these  cost  saving  programs  to  function  properly.  Families,  less  sponsor, 
may  need  to  stay  in  government  quarters  awaiting  the  return  of  the  "home- based"  sponsor.  Also, 
if  an  officer  moves  his  family  to  a  designated  follow-on  bsse  location,  If  quarters  sre  available, 
housing  personnel  should  allow  that  officer's  family  to  move  into  government  quarters  even  though 
the  sponsor  will  not  live  there  for  a  period  of  time.  This  may  even  improve  quarters  utilization 
rates. 
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If  these  progrems  ere  implemented,  more  BOO'S  will  be  needed  which  will  enhence  the 
chences  of  the  progrems'  success.  Most  military  personnel  cannot  afford  to  maintain  two 
households.  If  they  must  rent  a  house  or  appartment  off  bese  while  maintaining  quarters  for  their 
femily  elsewhere,  it  mey  become  cost-prohibitive  for  the  officer  who  will  not  be  able  to  take 
advantage  of  the  program.  Some  officers  on  the  survey  responded  that  they  would  hove  come  to 
ACSC  unaccompanied  if  they  could  have  gotten  a  B0Q-- they  could  not  afford  It  otherwise.  In  these 
situations,  the  government  ends  up  moving  the  officer's  family  as  before  and  no  PCS  funds  have 
been  saved.  The  government  might  need  to  build  some  more  BOQ's  to  realize  cost  servings  later. 

The  home- basing  concept  of  this  research  is  for  intra- CONUS  PCS  moves.  A  tangent  is  to 
"home-base"  an  officer  in  Europe-  -especially  If  the  officer  has  a  skill  for  which  there  is  a 
greater  requirement  in  Europe  than  In  CONUS.  That  would  be  a  considerable  savings  for  PCS 
moves  oversees.  It  would  eventually  same  save  two  PCS  moves.  There  are  probably  not  too  many 
officers  that  would  do  this  but  personnel  managers  must  be  constantly  seeking  new  ways  to  save 
critical  defense  funds. 

As  can  be  seen  from  the  results  of  the  questionnaire,  only  a  small  percentage  (which  is 
significant,  monetarily)  of  officers  will  take  advantage  of  these  programs  and  save  the  government 
PCS  funds.  Another  aspect  is  that  prior  notification  of  future  assignments  allows  the  officer  to 
moke  more  intelligent  decisions  and  allows  him  time  to  weigh  options.  Some  may  not  sell  their 
home  if  they  know  they  will  be  returning  to  the  area  in  a  year.  This  might  not  save  the 
government  money  but  it  will  save  the  officer  some  money  and  probably  increese  his  and  his 
family's  morale.  It  just  seems  to  be  an  example  of  goad  personnel  management  to  plan  ahead  for 
officer  assignments. 

Summary 

The  findings  indicate  that  many  would  take  advantage  of  these  programs  which  would 
significantly  reduce  PCS  costs.  The  literature  and  many  respondents  indicate  that  each  PCS  move 
causes  family  turmoil  and  that  it  gets  worse  as  the  children  get  Into  high  school.  Therefore,  any 
reduction  in  PCS  moves  would  cause  less  turmoil  for  the  family.  A  greater  percentage  of  the  Army 
Officers  than  the  Air  Force  Officers  would  take  advantage  of  these  programs.  Some  officers  think 
that  ACSC  should  be  shortened  which  would  enhance  the  implementation  of  these  programs. 
Indications  ere  that  most  officers  prefer  to  keep  their  family  together  and  would  not  use  these 
programs.  However,  some  officers  also  sjtate  that  as  their  children  get  older,  they  might  change 
their  minds.  A  distrust  (questioning  guarantees)  in  the  assignment  system  and  a  lack  of  adequate 
BOQ's  will  inhibit  implementation  of  these  programs.  In  the  following  chapter,  the  conclusions 
and  recommendations  will  be  covered. 
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CHAPTER  V 


SUMMARY 


(toads* 

The  thesis  of  this  reseerch  is:  Designation  of  future  assignment  locations  for  married 
officers  will  reduce  permanent  change  of  station  ( PCS)  costs  and  family  turmoil.  When  an  officer 
is  reassigned  on  PCS  orders  for  a  short  period  (one  year  or  less)  withe  known  end  date, 
assignment  officers  should  be  able  to  project  the  next  assignment  location  for  many  of  these 
officers.  Current  officer  personnel  assignment  policies  do  not  routinely  allow  for  a  home-basing 
or  follow-on  assignment  for  intra- Continental  United  States  (CONUS)  PCS  moves.  Some  officers 
could  be  returned  to  their  previous  assignment  location  ( home- basing)  while  others  could  be 
given  their  future  ( follow-on  assignment)  base  location.  This  would  allow  that  officer  to  make  the 
best  decision  concerning  his  family's  move  and  save  the  government  e  significant  amount  of  PCS 
funds  at  the  same  time.  With  each  PCS  move,  considerable  family  turmoil  adds  to  the  stresses 
placed  on  the  officer.  Reduction  of  family  turmoil  and  stability  for  their  children  s  education 
become  dominant  reasons  for  the  decisions  of  some  officers  concerning  PCS  moves. 

A  review  of  pertinent  literature  and  the  administration  of  a  survey  questionnaire  to  all 
married,  Amei  ican  officers  in  the  Air  Command  and  Staff  College  (ACSC),  Class  of  1 986,  was 
accomplished  The  analysis  and  findings  from  these  sources  provide  the  basis  for  the  findings, 
conclusions,  and  recommendations  that  foilcw. 

Findings 

1.  The  average  cost  to  the  government  for  a  PCS  move  continues  to  Increase.  For  the 
respondents  surveyed,  the  PCS  cost  to  Maxwell  AFB  was  $5 ,660  for  Air  Force  officers  and 
$5,160  for  Army  officers.  Additionally,  each  officer  incurred  unreimbursed  expenses  (exclusive 
of  home  ownership  costs)  of  approximately  $2,730  for  each  PCS  move. 

2.  Trauma,  instability,  psychological  and  emotional  problems,  disruption  and  general 
turmoil,  all  In  varying  degrees,  are  characteristics  of  each  PCS  move. 

3.  Of  the  Air  Force  families,  1 1 .6  percent  and  10.0  percent  of  the  Army  families  did  not 
accompany  their  spouses  to  ACSC  for  an  unrealized  savings  of  $207 ,920  in  PCS  funds. 
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4.  If  the  follow-on  assignment  program  for  Intra-CONUS  PCS  moves  had  been  In  effect, 
20.8  percent  of  the  Air  Force  officers  and  26.7  percent  of  the  Army  officers  indicated  they  would 
have  taken  advantage  of  that  option  for  a  potential  savings  to  the  government  of  $386,540. 

5.  The  home-basing  proposal  was  the  most  popular  with  43.3  percent  of  the  Atr  Force 
officers  and  53.3  percent  of  the  Army  officers  Indicating  they  would  have  used  this  program. 
Considering  that  this  saved  "roundtrlp"  PCS  moves  ( a  PCS  Into  Maxwell  and  a  PCS  out  of 
Maxwell),  this  would  have  a  potential  savings  for  the  government  of  $  1 ,437,640. 

6.  If  they  had  been  told  they  were  going  on  an  panted  overseas  long  tour  after  ACSC, 

1 6.4  percent  of  the  Air  Force  officers  and  20  percent  of  the  Army  officers  would  have  left  their 
families  at  their  previous  duty  station  without  a  PCS  to  the  Maxwell  AFB  area.  This  would  have 
potentially  saved  $302,640. 

7.  If  they  had  been  told  they  were  going  on  an  imarrnmpaniBd  overseas  short  tour  after 
ACSC,  30  percent  of  the  Air  Force  officers  end  46.7  percent  of  the  Army  officers  would  have 
stabilized  their  family  at  their  previous  duty  station.  This  would  have  saved  at  least  $570,320 
for  PCS  moves  to  Maxwell ,  plus  a  possible  $570,320  for  PCS  moves  away  from  Maxwell  with 
additional  savings  possible  for  every  officer  that  is  returned  to  his  home- base  from  his  overseas 
short  tour.  Under  this  program ,  the  government  could  save  three  PCS  for  some  families. 

8.  Over  80  percent  of  Air  Force  and  Army  officers  “agreed"  or  "strongly  agreed"  that 
considerations  oertafning  to  their  children  impacted  on  their  PCS  decisions. 

9.  Over  35  percent  of  the  Air  Force  officers  indicated  they  were  “uncertain"  or  had  "never 
heard  of  the  Air  Force's  current  Home-Basing  Program."  Another  39.2  percent  indicated  they 
were  "somewhat  familiar"  with  the  program. 

1 0.  Over  38  percent  of  the  Air  Force  officers  indicated  they  were  "uncertain"  or  had 
"never  heard  of  the  Air  Force's  current  Follow-on  Assignment  Program."  Another  46.8  percent 
indicated  they  were  "somewhat  familiar"  with  the  program. 

1 1 .  Seventy  percent  of  the  Army  officers  responded  that  they  were  “uncertain"  or  that  the 
Army  did  not  have  home  -basing  or  follow-on  assignment  programs. 

12.  Some  Air  Force  officers  Indicated  that  back-to-back  or  repeat  assignments  at  the 
same  base  are  not  career  enhancing  or  career  progression  and  must  be  avoided. 
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1 3.  Some  Air  Force  officers  do  not  trust  the  system  and  are  not  confident  that  If  they  get 
orders  for  a  home- based  or  follow-on  assignment,  that  tfie  orders  will  not  be  changed  and  the/ 
will  suffer  the  consequences  caused  by  this  change. 

I  4.  The  availability  of  BOQ's  for  the  officers  who  take  advantage  of  these  programs  will 
enhance  the  program's  implementation  and  success.  Most  officers  cannot  afford  to  maintain  two 
households  if  they  must  rent  off  base/post. 

1 5.  Most  officers  who  indicated  they  would  not  use  any  of  the  proposed  programs  consider 
them  to  result  in  on  unnecessary  separation  from  their  family. 

Conclusions 

1 .  Designation  of  future  assignment  locations  for  married  officers  will  significantly 
reduce  permanent  change  of  station  costs  and  the  resulting  family  turmoil  caused  by  PCS  moves. 

2.  A  need  exists  for  the  implementation  of  intra-OONUS  home- basing  and  follow-on 
assignment  programs  for  officers  who  must  go  on  a  short  duration  (one  year  or  less)  PCS. 

3.  Assignments  as  a  result  of  these  programs  must  be  guaranteed. 

4.  Officers  base  their  decisions,  to  (or  not  to),  PCS  their  family,  on  personal 
considerations  such  as  to  provide  stability  for  their  children  s  education  and  to  reduce  family 
turmoil.  The  services  can  capitalize  on  this  and  save  PCS  funds  by  Informing  an  officer  of  future 
assignments  when  possible. 

5.  The  services  need  to  educate  their  leaders  on  currently  effective  cost  savings  programs 
such  as  the  home- basing  and  follow-on  assignment  programs. 

6.  The  services  need  to  suppress  and  eliminate  the  "perceived  policy"  that  back-to-back 
or  repeat  assignments  at  the  same  base/post  are  not  career  enhancing  and  must  be  avoided 

7.  Most  officers  prefer  to  keep  their  family  together. 

8.  Some  officers  think  ACSC  should  be  shortened  which  would  enhance  the  Implementation 
of  these  programs. 

Recommendations 

1 .  That  these  cost  saving  programs  be  adopted  and  implemented  by  the  military  services 
and  all  other  possible  organizations  within  DOD. 
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2.  That  the  highest  personnel  organization  or  command  of  each  service  apply  the  thesis  of 
this  research  to  all  tntra-GONUS  assignments  of  short  duration  (one  year  or  less)  to  determine 
applicability  and  possible  utilization  in  managing  and  assigning  more  officers. 

3.  That  each  service  determine  the  feasibility  of  applying  this  thesis  to  managing  and 
assigning  enlisted  personnel  under  the  conditions  described  in  this  research. 

4.  That  civilian  personnel  managers  within  other  DOD  organizations  determine  the 
applicability  of  this  research  to  the  management  their  organizations. 
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APPENDIX  A 


GLOSSARY 


ACSC 

Air  Command  and  Staff  College 

AFB 

Air  Force  Base 

AFSC 

Air  Force  Specialty  Code 

AFSC 

Armed  Forces  Staff  College 

BOQ 

Bachelor  Officer  Quarters 

COSC 

Command  and  General  Staff  College  ; 

CONUS 

Continental  United  States  (The  48  contiguous  states) 

DAFSC 

Duty  Air  Force  Specialty  Code 

DOO 

Department  of  Defense 

HHO 

Household  Goods 

JTR 

Joint  Travel  Regulations 

MACOM 

Major  Commend  ( Most  frequently  used  by  the  Army) 

MAJCOM 

Major  Command  ( Most  frequently  used  by  the  Air  Force) 

MILPERCEN 

Military  Personnel  Center  (For  the  Army),  Washington  DC 

MPC 

Manpower  and  Personnel  Center  l  For  the  AF] ,  Randolph  AFB 

OCONUS 

Outside  the  Continental  United  States 

PCA 

Permanent  Change  of  Assignment 

PCS 

Permanent  Change  of  Station 

PME 

Professional  Military  Education 

TOS 

Time- on -Station 

USA 

United  States  Army 

USAF 

United  States  Air  Force 

USAFR 

United  States  Air  Force  Reserve 

USMC 

United  States  Marine  Corps 

USN 

United  States  Navy 

USNR 

United  States  Navy  Reserve 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 
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DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  AIR  FORCE 
Air  War  College AU) 
Maxwell  Air  Force  Base,  AL  36112 


30  October  1985 


Subject:  Questionnaire  in  Support  of  Air  War  College  Research  Project 


To:  ACSC  Students,  Class  of  86  (Married,  American  Officers  only) 


1.  I  am  Lieutenant  Colonel  Upchurch  .currently  a  student  in  the  Air  War  College,  lam 
working  on  a  Research  Project  relating  to  Personnel  Management  and  PCS  moves  and  I  need  your 
help. 


2.  To  support  my  research,  I  need  to  determine  your  perceptions  and  thoughts  on 
assignment  policies  for  PCS  moves  of  less  than  one  yeer ,  more  specifically  concerning  your  PCS 
decisions  relative  to  your  assignment  to  ACSC.  When  an  officer  is  selected  to  attend  a  school 
requiring  a  PCS  (ACSC  is  a  good  example),  assignment  officers  should  be  able  to  prqject  the 
follow-on  assignment  location  and  allow  that  officer  to  make  the  best  decision  concerning  his 
family's  move  (or  no  move).  Many  officers  could  be  returned  to  the  same  location  after  attending 
school.  My  thesis  Is  similar  to  the  extstlng  Air  Force  Home-Basing  Program  and  Follow-on 
Program  for  Officers  on  orders  for  an  overseas  short  tour  (AFR  36-20),  addressed  In  questions 
23  and  24.  A  major  purpose  of  this  questionnaire  is  to  determine  how  many  of  you  would  have 
taken  advantage  of  this  “assignment  policy"  hod  it  been  available  before  you  departed  your  last 
duty  station  enroute  to  the  Maxwell  AFB  area. 

3.  Since  your  comments  are  the  best  source  of  data,  a  significant  amount  of  Input  to  my 
research  project  will  be  the  results  from  this  questionnaire.  Considering  this,  I  ask  that  you  take 
a  little  time  and  provide  me  some  good  comments. 

4.  If  you  have  been  8n  assignments  officer  or  have  any  personal  knowledge  of  the 
assignment  process  and  would  be  willing  to  educate  me  on  the  system ,  I  would  certainly  appreciate 
it  if  you  would  contact  me.  My  AWC  box  is  2 1 7.  My  home  phone  is  271-3141.  Dutyphonefor 
messages  is  21 19  or  2837. 

5.  I  certainly  appreciate  your  time  and  assistance  in  providing  this  information.  Without 
it,  I  could  not  complete  my  research  project. 
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/s/  Robert  H.  Upchurch 

Robert  H.  Upchurch 
LTC.USArmy 


PRIVACY  ACT  STATEMENT 


In  accordance  with  AFR  1 2-35,  paragraph  8,  the  following  Information  Is  provided  as  required 
by  the  Privacy  Act  of  1 974. 

a.  Authority:  AFR  30-23.  Air  Force  Personnel  Survey  Program. 

b.  Principal  Purpose:  To  survey  Married,  American,  ACSC  students  In  support  of  an  Air 
War  College  Research  project  relating  to  Personnel  Management  end  PCS  moves. 

c.  Routine  Uses:  To  provide  data  for  an  AWC  Research  Project. 

d.  Participation  In  this  survey  Is  required  to  obtain  needed  data.  Respondents  cannot  and 
will  not  be  Identified  by  responses  required  by  the  survey. 

a.  No  adverse  action  may  be  taken  against  any  Individual  for  information  contained  In  the 
responses  to  this  survey. 


\ 


AUSCN:  85-54.  Expires:  30  October  1 986 
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QUESTIONNAIRE 


PERSONNEL  MANAGEMENT--REDUCE  PCS  COSTS  AND  FAMILY  TURMOIL 

To  be  completed  only  by  married,  American  Officers  who  are  students  in  ACSC,  Class  of 
1986.  ( NOTE:  Reserve  officers  on  Active  Duty  just  for  ACSC  need  not  complete  this  survey). 

When  you  complete  this  questionneire,  please  drop  it  into  one  of  the  evaluation  boxes  in 
the  foyer  of  Wing  B  or  D.  Request  this  be  completed  within  five  working  days  of  receipt. 
Thank-you  for  your  help. 

CIRCLE  ANSWER  OR  FILL  IN  THE  BLANK  AS  REQUIRED: 

1.  Grade:  a.  03(P)  b.  04  c.  Other _ 

2.  Date  of  Rank _ 

3.  Years  of  Commissioned  Service _ 

4.  Service 

a.  USAF  d.  USMC 

b.  USA  e.  Other _ 

c.  USN 

5.  Specialty  Status  (Officers  other  then  USAF ,  please  mark  f.) 

a.  Pilot  d.  Professional  (Med,  JAG,  etc.) 

b.  Navigator  e.  Non -rated 

c.  Missile  f.  Service  other  than  USAF 

6.  How  many  months  do  you  have  accrued  toward  your  gates?  (Non- rated  officers  and 
officers  from  service  other  than  USAF ,  please  mark  e.) 

a.  Less  than  72  months. 

b.  72-108  months. 

c.  1 08- 1 32  months. 

d.  More  than  132  months. 

e.  Not  applicable 
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7.  Location  of  previous  assignment.  Bose/Post 


Town,  State _ Country _ 

8.  What  la  the  approximate  distance  ( nearest  too  mites)  from  your  previous  assignment 
location  to  Maxwell  AFB  area?  (For  those  returning  from  outside  the  United  States,  write 
country  In  space) 

Distance  or  Country _ 

9.  What  Is  the  approximate  weight  of  your  household  goods? _ 

10.  Ages  of  Children  (list  ages) 


11.  Did  your  family  accompany  you  to  the  Maxwell/Montgomery  area? 

&  Yes 
b.  No 


1 2.  Did  your  family  remain  at  the  location  of  your  previous  assignment?  ( If  yes,  please 
provide  short  reason  below.) 

a.  Yes 

b.  No 


13.  If  your  family  did  not  accompany  you  to  the  Maxwell/Montgomery  area  and  they  did 
not  remain  at  your  previous  assignment  location,  please  explain  where  they  went  and  why. 
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M.  If  there  hod  been  a  Chongs  in  the  personnel  assignment  system  that  would  have  allowed 
you  and  your  assignment  officer /functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS  beee/post  of  your 
assignment  after  ACSC(  guaranteed) ,  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that  location  prior  to 
reporting  into  ACSC? 

a  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

Please  state  the  reesons/retionele  for  your  answer. 


15.  As  an  extension  of  the  above  question:  In  order  to  confirm  your  assignment  after 
ACSC  so  you  could  move  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  to  Maxwell ,  would  you  have  accepted  an 
assignment  location  that  was  not  listed  in  your  three  choices? 

&  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

Please  state  the  reasons/rationale  for  your  answer. 


16.  If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  could  return  to  that  same  CONUS 
area  after  ACSC,  would  you  hove  left  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  for  them? 

a  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d  Probably  Not 
e.  Definitely  Not 
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17,  Ifyou  came  to  ACSC  from  8  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you  would  be  going  on 
an  overseas  1nng.tour  after  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family  at  your  previous 

station  without  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell? 


a.  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d  Probably  Not 
a  Definitely  Not 


18.  If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you  would  be  going 
«1  an  nramnmMnted  oversaw  short  tour  after  ACSC.  would  you  have  left  your  family  at  your 
previous  station  without  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell? 


a  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 


19.  Do  you  own  a  home? 

a  Yes 
b.  No 

20.  If  the  answer  to  question  1 9  is  yes,  is  the  area  where  you  iwn  your  home  the  location 
where  you  would  want  most  of  your  CONUS  assignments  ? 

a  Yes 

b.  No.  (If  the  answer  is  no,  please  explain.) 

c.  Not  applicable.  I  do  not  own  a  home. 


2 1 .  Considerations  pertaining  to  my  children  impact*  on  my  decisions  and  answers  to  the 
above  questions. 


a  Strongly  agree 

b.  Agree 

c.  Neutral 
1  Disagree 

e.  Strongly  disagree 

f.  Not  applicable.  I  do  not  have  children. 

If  applicable,  please  provide  these  considerations  in  the  space  on  the  top  of  the  next  page 
unless  answered  in  above  questions. 
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22.  If  there  ere  eny  other  circumstances  ( not  covered  in  above  answers)  that  would  have 
caused  you  to  not  move  your  family  when  you  came  toACSC,  please  list  below  and/or  on  the  back 
of  this  page. 


23.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Home-Basing  Program  which  states:  MA 
home-basing  assignment  provides  for  the  return  of  the  officers  to  the  some  CONUS  base  from 
which  they  deported  for  an  oversea  short  tour?"  (AFR  36-20).  (Officers  other  than  USAF, 
please  marke.) 


a.  Definitely  Familiar 

b.  Somewhat  Familiar 

c.  Uncertain 

d.  Never  heard  of  the  Home-Basing  Program 

e.  Service  other  than  USAF 


24.  Are  you  familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Follow-on  Program  which  states:  “A  follow-on 
assignment  provides  for  advance  determination  of  the  CONUS  or  oversee  long  tour  base  to  which 
an  officer  will  be  assigned  After  completing  a  short  tour?M  (AFR  36-20).  (Officers  other  then 
USAF  .please  marke.) 


a.  Definitely  Familiar 

b.  Somewhat  Familiar 

c.  Uncertain 

d.  Never  heard  of  the  Follow-on  Program 

e.  Service  other  than  USAF 


25.  For  Officers  from  services  other  than  USAF  Does  your  service  have  programs 
similar  to  the  two  outlined  in  items  23  and  24  above?  If  “Yes",  please  outline  details  on  the 
back  of  this  page. 


a.  Yes 

b.  No 

c.  Uncertain 


When  you  hove  completed  this,  please  drop  it  into  one  of  the  evaluation  boxes  in  the  foyer 
of  Wing  B  or  D.  Again,  thank  you  very  much  for  your  time  and  help. 
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APPENDIX  C 


PCS  COSTS  AND  REIMBURSEMENTS 

The  Information  contained  in  this  Appendix  was  extracted  from  the  results  of  the  Air  Force 
" 1 984  PCS  Cost  Survey"  ( 1 4)  conducted  February  -  August  1 984.  The  survey  results  contained 
much  data,  pertaining  to  officer  and  enlisted  personnel ,  some  of  which  is  listed  below  for 
comparison.  This  data  is  provided  to  support  the  numerous  comments  that  PCS  moves  cost  service 
personnel  a  lot  of  money,  which  in  turn  may  cause  family  turmoil  and  hardships.  This  Is 
especially  true  when  more  than  half  of  those  surveyed  had  to  borrow  money  or  withdraw  from 
their  savings  accounts  to  meet  PCS  expenses. 

INADEQUATE  PERMANENT  CHANGE  OF  STATION  (PCS)  REIMBURSEMENTS 

—An  Air  Force  Survey  showed  that,  exclusive  of  home  ownership  costs,  for  every  $4  spent  on  a 

PCS  move,  only  $  1  was  reimbursed  by  the  government  ( median  dollar  amounts): 


Ofioars  Enlisted  AH  RflfinmdantS 


1983 

1984 

1983 

1984 

1983 

iitfid 

Total  Expenses 

3222* 

2735* 

1651 

2057 

1978 

2183 

Reimbursements 

803 

871 

376 

581 

459 

635 

Put- of- pocket 

2419 

1864 

1275 

1476 

1519 

1548 

£  Paid  by  Member 

75 

66 

77 

72 

77 

71 

*No  explanation  for  drop  in  expenses  from  1 983  to  1 984 


--Median  unreimbursed  expenses  (exclusive  of  home  ownership  costs)  were  $  1 ,383  for  junior 
officers  (01-03),  $2,730  for  senior  officers  (04-06),  $1 ,791  for  mid-grade enlisteds 
(E4-E6),  and  $2,541  for  senior  enlisteds  (E 7- E9). 

-for  an  0-3,  $  1 ,383  represents  20  months  of  the  Jon  85  4*  pay  raise. 

-for  an  E-5,  $  1 ,791  represents  33  months  of  the  Jan  85  4%  pa/  raise. 
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-  -Over  half  ( 58* )  stated  they  needed  to  borrow ,  including  withdrawals  from  savings,  in  order  to 


meet  PCS  expenses. 

—Most  significant  median  out-of-pocket  costs  incurred  were; 

-Temporary  Lodging  Expense  ( meals  &  lodging) . $559** 

-Automobile  Expenses  (gas,  oil,  maintenance,  etc.) . 339 

-Moving  in  Expenses  (making  house  read/ for  occupancy) .  294 

-Household Goods  (damaged/lost  or  not  shipped) .  172 


"•Excludes  junior  enlisted  members  ( E4  less  than  2  years  service  and  below)  since 
government  quarters  are  readily  available  to  these  grades. 

—The  following  median  expenses  were  out  included  in  the  above  out-of-pocket  expenses; 
however,  many  members  incurred  one  or  more  of  these  additional  expenses: 

-Cost  of  Moving  dependents  to  designated  location  (9S) . $  616 


-House  hunting  trip  ( 1 5*  of  respondents) .  459 

-Loss  on  sale  of  automobile  ( 32*  of  respondents 

moving  overseas  chose  to  sell  car) .  513 

-Depreciation  on  automobile  while  in  storage 

(14*  of  respondents  moving  oversees  stored  car) .  750 

-Cost  of  selling  home  (13*-  home  owners) .  3,950 

-Cost  of  Buying  home  (13*-  home  owners) .  5,282 

-Members  gave  up  monthly  net  pay  from  second  job 

( 1 4*  of  respondents) .  388 

-Civilian  Spouses  gave  up  monthly  net  pay  from  job 
(45*  of  respondents) .  555 
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APPENDIX  D 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  1 2 


Oaoflcai 

The  subjective  reeponsee  provided  below  were  selected  m  being  representative  comments 
from  Question  1 2,  a  combi  notion  closed  end  and  open  end  question  on  the  survey  questionnaire  (sse 
Appendix  B).  The  responses  ere  broken  Into  two  sections  below.  The  first  section  is  the  author's 
compilation  of  reasons  for  ell  open  end  responses  with  comments  for  Question  1 2.  The  second 
section  Is  for  Individual .  verbatim  comments.  These  responses  ere  not  In  any  particular  order  and 
are  provided  for  Informational  purposes  for  the  reader.  These  comments  may  also  provide  the 
besis  for  further  research  or  additional  study.  They  also  can  be  used  to  Improve  the  questionnaire 
used  In  this  study  or  for  use  In  subsequent  research  or  surveys. 

Question  1 2  in  the  survey  was  as  follows: 

12.  Did  your  family  remain  at  the  location  of  your  previous  assignment?  (If  yes,  please 
provide  short  reason  below.) 

All  the  reponses  below  were  os  e  result  of  o'Yes"  answer.  The  alpha-numeric  characters 
at  the  beginning  of  the  response  are  references  used  by  the  author  for  administrative 
accountability  end  can  be  disregarded  by  the  reader. 

Compilation  of  Raa«na 

The  number  preceding  the  reason  Is  the  number  of  times  that  reason  or  e  similar  reaeon 
was  listed  In  the  written  comments.  The  "multiple  reasons"  category  was  essentially  a  mixture  of 
the  other  reasons  listed,  examples  of  which  can  be  seen  in  the  individual  comments  below. 

6  -  Educational  needs  of  children 

-Children  In  excellent  schools  where  they  are  presently  living 
-Schools  In  Montgomery  are  not  good 
9  -  Spouse's  job/career 
1 1  -  Multiple  reasons 
2- Wife  In  school 
I  -  Unable  to  sell  house 
I  -  Wife's  parents  ill 
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Individual.  Verbatim  Comments 

A2 1  —Due  to  my  wife's  Job  and  the  fact  that  our  two  oldest  children  are  graduating  from  high 
school ,  we,  as  a  family,  decided  it  was  in  our  best  interests  not  to  disrupt  our  life  for  1 0 
months. 

A33—  1 .  Senior  in  high  school  that  I  didn't  want  to  move.  2.  Couldn't  sell  house,  housing  very 
depressed  in  Ft.  Worth  area.  3.  Local  high  schools/schools  in  Montgomery  are  below 
standards  for  education. 

B1 1  --Wife  is  a  0M-13and  couldn't  get  asimiliar  job  here  since  we  would  only  be  here  10 
months. 

B 17— Schools!  Probable  return  to  same  base  [Offutt  AFB].  Couldn't  sell  house.  Wife  works. 

B32-  -Twins  in  senior  year  at  high  school.  Cost  of  selling  house/poor  market.  Cost  and  short  time 
of  move. 

B 44— Illness  in  wife's  family  (DC  is  home).  Good  chance  of  reassignment  to  area  (Pentagon  tour 
wee  2  yrs).  PCS'd  in  '83,  cost  $  1 000  in  overweight  charge,  didn't  want  moves  in  ‘85  &  '86. 
School  situation- Fairfax  Co,  Va  vs  Alabama 

B46— Stability  for  children-school ,  etc.  Wife  working-enjoys  job/environment. 

C9- -Wife  has  good  job.  Child  in  good  schools.  Assignment  less  than  one  yr.  Too  many  moves  for 
too  little  travel  pay  equals  big  financial  loss. 

C19— ( 1)  Spouse  career-civilian.  (2)  Children's  education  disruption  (Quality  of  Public 
Schools)  ( 3)  Spouse  education  ( disruption  of  degree  program ). 

E 1 0— Owned  a  house,  wasn't  sure  where  next  assignment  was  going  to  be,  wife  had  Job,  kids  liked 
school  &  neighborhood,  school  system  one  of  the  best  in  nation,  felt  1 0  months  move  would  be 
unfair  to  family. 

E20- -Wife  employed  in  her  career  speciality.  School  system  for  child's  education.  Good  chance  of 
assignment  back  to  the  area,  not  firm.  Purchased  home  recently. 

E27-- Inability  to  sell  home  was  primary  reason.  I  did  not  want  to  "pull  up  roots",  suffer  a 
significant  loss  on  sale  of  home,  and  go  through  another  PCS  move  within  a  yea r. 

E89--Husband(Civ)  is  employed  in  DC  area.  It  was  not  appropriate  that  he  pick  up 
roots/transfer  job  location  for  this  1 0  month  period. 

E 1 09— Both  children  are  In  advanced  program  courses.  For  the  1 6-yr  old,  it  would  have  meant  3 
high  schools  in  3  years.  My  wife  Is  a  civil  service  employee  at  Randolph  AFB  and  her  Income 
would  be  lost.  We  decided  it  was  less  traumatic  to  readjust  one  life,  than  all  four  of  us  for  only 
1 0  months. 
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APPENDIX  E 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  13 


Qmaral 

The  subjective  responses  provided  below  art  from  Question  1 3,  e  open  end  question  on  the 
survey  questionnaire  (see  Appendix  B).  The  responses  are  Individual,  verbatim  comments.  These 
responses  are  provided  for  informational  purposes  for  the  reader.  These  comments  may  also 
provide  the  basis  for  further  research  or  additional  stud/.  The/  also  can  be  used  to  Improve  the 
questionnaire  used  In  this  stud/  or  for  use  In  subsequent  research  or  surveys. 

Question  13  in  the  survey  was  as  follows: 

13.  If  your  family  did  not  accompany  you  to  the  Mexwell/Montgomery  ores  and  the/  did  not 
remain  at  your  previous  assignment  location ,  please  explain  where  they  went  and  why. 

The  alpha- numeric  characters  at  the  beginning  of  the  response  are  references  used  by  the 
author  for  administrative  accountability  andean  be  disregarded  by  the  reader. 


Individual.  Verbatim  Comments 

B28-  -  Moved  to  N.  Virginia  [Author's  note:  Moved  from  Offutt  AFBl-  -  invested  in  a  home  for 


follow-on  assignment  to  Pentagon.  Schools  in  Montgomery  discouraged  family  from  accompanying 
me  to  Maxwell.  [Author's  note:  This  officer  saved  the  government  the  PCS  costs  for  a  second  n$ 
move  for  his  family  following  ACSC.  It  is  apparent  that  the  theels  of  this  research  was  applied  to 
the  future  assignment  of  this  officer.] 


El— To  a  rental  house  wa  own  in  Niceville,  FI.  (EglinAFB)  [Author's  note:  Moved  from  Kelly  AFB, 
Tx].  Although  I  did  not  hove  an  assignment,  I  volunteered  for  a  remote  (overseas  short  tour)  with 
boost  of  getting  a  follow-on  assignment  to  the  Eglin  Area.  The  whole  idea  was  to  keep  the  kids  in 
one  school  as  long  as  possible.  (Not  Montgomery  schools).  [Author's  note:  This  officer,  if  he  gets 
his  short  tour  with  Home- Basing  to  Eglin  AFB ,  will  have  potentially  saved  the  government  the  cost 
of  two  PCS  moves— one  after  ACSC(  If  he  had  brought  his  family  with  him)  and  one  to  a  new  beee 
after  his  short  tour.] 
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E4--Fla,  where  my  family  and  house  are  located.  {Author’s  note.  Officer  moved  from  Germany]. 
The  twins  go  to  Jr  college  and  live  at  home.  99*  chance  of  getting  Tyndall  AFB  (where  I  live) 
after  ACSC.  [Author's  note:  If  this  officer  gets  his  assignment  to  Tyndall  AFB,  he  will  have  saved 
the  government  the  cost  of  two  PCS  move.  Officer's  family  lived  in  FI  while  he  was  assigned  to 
Germany.  He  elected  to  leave  them  in  FI  ( saving  one  move  to  ACSC)  in  hopes  that  he  could  get 
assigned  to  Tyndall  (saving  another  PCS  move  to  some  other  base).  In  retrospect,  this  officer  has 
already  saved  the  government  PCS  moves  to  and  from  Germany  for  his  family.  All  this,  to  provide 
stability,  and  reduce  the  turmoil ,  for  his  family.] 

E66- -Residence  previously  owned  in  Ft  Walton  Beach,  FL.  [Author's  note:  Officer  moved  from 
Greece].  Also,  wife  is  employed  as  school  teacher  there.  Oldest  son  wanted  to  attend  school  in 
Florida.  [Author's  note:  Officer  did  not  mention  possibility  of  a  follow-on  assignment;  however,  if 
he  is  assigned  to  the  AFB  near  his  Ft.  Walton  Beech  home,  he  will  have  saved  the  government  the 
cost  of  one  PCS  move  ] 
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APPENDIX  F 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  14 


Qwiaral 

_  The  subjective  responses  provided  below  were  selected  ee  being  represented  comments 
from  Question  1 4,  a  combination  closed  end  end  open  end  question  on  the  survey  questionnaire  (see 
Appendix  B).  This  question  received  more  subjective  responses  then  ery  of  the  others.  The 
responses  ere  broken  into  three  sections  below.  The  first  two  sections  ere  the  author's 
compilation  of  reasons  for  ell  open  end  responses  with  comments  for  Question  1 4.  The  third 
section  Is  for  Individual ,  verbetim  comments.  These  responses  are  arranged  in  the  same  order  as 
the  objective  distract krs  listed  below  and  are  provided  for  informetionel  purposes  for  the  reader. 
These  comments  may  also  provide  the  basis  for  further  research  or  additional  stud/.  They  also  can 
be  used  to  improve  the  questionnaire  used  in  this  stud/ or  for  use  in  subsequent  research  or 
surveys. 

Question  1 4  in  the  survey  was  as  follows: 

14.  If  there  had  been  a  change  In  the  personnel  assignment  system  that  would  have  allowed  you 
end  your  assignment  off  leer  /functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS  bess/post  of  your  assignment 
after  ACSC  (guaranteed),  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that  location  prior  to  reporting 
intoACSC? 

a  Definitely  Yes 
b.  Probably  Yes 
a  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

ampliation  of  Positive  Ramona 

The  number  preceding  the  reason  Is  the  number  of  times  that  reason  or  a  similar  reason 
wes  listed  in  the  written  comments.  Some  of  the  responses  had  multiple  reasons,  but  only  one  was 
listed  here.  Examples  of  this  can  be  seen  in  the  individual  comments  below. 

15 -Less  Family  turmoil.  Eliminate  moves.  Less  damage  to  Household  Goods. 


1  -So  Wife  con  got  a  job. 

1 0  -  To  provide  stability  for  children's  education. 

5  -Want/need  to  purcheee  a  home. 

7  -Moving  Is  too  expansive.  Reduce  cost  of  two  moves  Better  off  financially . 

3  -Multiple reasons. 

QBmfllMJPQ  sL  Magalfra 

95  -  Unnecessary  family  seperetlon.  Will  not  be  separated  by  choice.  Family  always 
accompanies  me  when  possible.  Too  much  TOY  as  It  Is 
1 6  -  Quality  time  for  family  togetherness 

5  -  Harder  for  family  to  adjust  or  settle  in  new  area  without  sponsor. 

6  -  Family  did  not  want  to  move  from  previous  location.  Provide  stability. 

5  -  Ordrs  can  be  changri-would  not  take  the  chance.  Don't  trust  the  system.  There  are  no 
guarantees 

6  -  Cannot  afford  the  cost  of  maintaining  two  households 
6  -  Would  depend  on  the  location. 

2  -  Medical  problems  In  family. 

6  -  Would  say  yes  if  school  shortened  to  six  months  or  less 
4  -  If  chose  not  to  bring  family  to  Maxwell,  would  have  left  them  at  previous  location. 

3  -  Family  also  gets  a  lot  out  of  ACSC  experience. 


Individual.  Verbatim  Comments 

The  alpha-numeric  characters  at  the  beginning  of  the  response  ere  references  used  by  the  author 
for  administrative  accountability  and  can  be  disregarded  by  the  reader.  The  next  item  Is  the 
objective  response  selected,  which  Is  followed  by  the  individual's  comments 


Cl  8- -Definitely  Yes- -The  school  system  In  Montgomery,  Alabama  is  terrlblell  I  would  rather 
have  my  family  settled  at  my  next  assignment  rather  than  being  stuck  here. 

E4— Definitely  Yes-  -Only  If  the  agreed  upon  location  was  the  same  as  my  house  location. 
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E52-  -Definitely  Yes-  -Needed  to  purchase  house  to  avoid  capital  gains  tax  from  sole  of  house  at 
previous  stateside  assignment.  Family  did  not  want  to  come  to  Alabama 

E60— Definitely  Yes— The  reasons  are  obvious.  Stability  (family)  in  terms  of  the  children's 
education.  Financial  costs  (out-of-pocket).  Only  one  PCS  move  (family/household goods,  etc.) 

E62-  -Definitely  Yes— The  option  you  described  above  would  promote  family  stability,  enhance 
spousal  employment  posture,  and  improve  the  productivity  of  the  service  member.  High 
school/college  age  dependents  and  spouses  would  have  one  less  educational  and  occupational 
adjustment  to  make. 

A3 1  —Probably  Yes— In  order  to  provide  more  stability  for  my  children's  education. 

A32— Probably  Yes— I  want  to  build  a  house.  Moving  Is  a  royal  pain  in  the  ass,  and  the  dollars  1 
must  pay  In  three  moves  is  like  having  your  house  burn  down  once. 

A74 — Probably  Yes— 1.  Allows  purchase  of  home  one  year  earlier  and  subsequent  lower  price. 

2.  Better  continuity  for  children's  schooling.  3.  One  less  move,  hassles  of  packing,  damage, 
etc. 

A78— Probably  Yes—  It  would  have  been  better  financially.  My  HHG  would  not  have  to  be  moved 
twice.  My  children  would  not  have  to  change  schools.  My  wife  could  have  found  employment. 

A96— Probably  Yes— Bucks!  School  for  kids.  With  present  system  my  oldest  daughter  will  have 
three  different  schools  during  her  high  school. 

B25— Probably  Yes— Two  moves  in  one  year  is  too  much.  Damage  to  goods,  furniture,  etc. 
Stability  for  kids  in  school  etc.  moke  this  ( frequent  moves)  undesirable. 

B28— Probably  Yes— One  year  too  short,  abrupt  for  children  in  school— want  to  give  my 
children  stability  to  meet/make  friends  end  do  well  in  school. 

B36— Probably  Yes- -This  really  depends  on  the  location  of  my  next  assignment.  However,  in 
most  cases  I  would  move  them  to  the  follow-on  [  location]  because  of  the  costs  of  moving  and 
school  for  the  kids.  Constant  moving  disrupts  my  children's  education  process. 

B40-- Probably  Yes— Less  turbulence  with  kids  and  school.  One  move  vs  two.  Lose  less  money. 

C4- -Probably  Yes-  - 1  am  not  favorably  disposed  to  two  PCS  moves  in  a  1 0  month  period.  One 
would  be  much  better.  Furniture  damage,  change  of  addresses,  insurance  requirements,  etc. 
make  multiple  moves  a  definite  paint 

CIO— Probably  Yes— 1. 1  desire  sir  staff.  1  would  have  purchaseda  new  home  in  Washington,  D.C. 
2.  Montgomery  is  a  southern  slum.  3.  Inadequate  housing  on  and  off  base. 

Cl  7— Probably  Yes- -Cost  of  housing  and  needs  to  settle  my  son  into  Jr.  High.  Additionally,  would 
allow  my  wife  to  continue  her  profession  with  less  disruption. 
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E50-  -Probably  Yes-  -  Seve  two  HHOs  overweight  charges.  Save  pulling  my  kids  out  of  school 
twice.  Reduce  moving  expenses.  Reduce  damage  to  HHG, 

At  6— Undecided-  -That  would  depend  on  base  location  ( proximity  to  either  Maxwell  or  family). 

If  close,  possibly  yes- -if  not,  definitely  not.  Alsoachongein  length  of  ACSC  would  effect 
decision. 

A23- -Undecided- -I  do  not  think  I  would  want  to  leave  my  family  in  a  new  location  and  expect  them 
to  settle  in  without  me. 

A65— Undecided-  -  it  would  depend  a  lot  on  the  particular  assignment  location.  Things  such  as  job 
market  for  my  spouse,  school  quality,  climate  and  housing  would  be  key  factors. 

C 1 4-  -  Undecided-  - 1  came  from  oversees  and  setting  up  household  at  another  CONUS  Base  would 
have  been  just  as  tough  as  it  was  for  Maxwell- -would  probably  not.  CONUS  to  CONUS,  I  see 
advantages- -move  HHG  only  once,  kids  can  get  settled  in  a  school  system.  However, 
financially  I  need  to  use  base  housing.  Can  this  be  accommodated  in  your  scenario? 

E31 --Undecided— May  have  left  them  in  Europe. 

A1 9— Probably  Not— Assuming  the  next  location  is  not  my  previous  location,  It  makes  no  sense  to 
locate  my  family  in  an  unknown  situation  with  me  not  there.  If  I  knew  I  was  returning  to  my 
previous  location ,  I  may  have  left  them  there  and  not  sold  my  home  ( but  a  return  to  some  area 
Is  not  necessarily  a  good  career  move). 

A27- -Probably  Not- -Strong  desire  to  hove  family  with  me  at  ACSC.  Much  depends  on  follow-on 
location.  If  within  "commuting"  distance  (Holidays),  would  consider  moving  family  there  vice 
here. 

A33- -Probably  Not- -When  I  move  five  children,  three  cats  and  a  dog  plus  10,500  lbs  of 
household  goods,  I  need  to  be  around  for  a  few  months  to  get  things  settled  In.  That's  too  much 
work  for  my  wife  alone  to  handle. 

A49-- Probably  Not- -We  would  only  have  moved  if  the  firm  my  wife  works  for  has  a  branch  at  or 
near  the  "guaranteed"  assignment.  Also  there  are  no  guarantees  In  the  AF  and  one  would  be 
foolish  to  move  based  on  a  "guarantee”.  ACSC  would  have  a  tough  time  recruiting  faculty  if 
everyone  arrived  with  a  follow-on  assignment. 

A66— Probably  Not— If  assigned  back  to  same  b8se-- Yes.  If  assigned  to  new  base— No.  Family 
must  stay  together.  If  ACSC  is  shortened  then  possibly  Yes. 

A7 1  -  -Probably  Not-  - 1  like  my  family  with  me  and  am  willing  to  "eat"  the  PCS  costs  to  be  with 
them.  If,  however ,  my  next  assignment  was  a  return  to  where  I  was,  I  probably  would  have 
left  them. 
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E46-- Probably  Not- -Would  have  either  kept  them  et  old  location  or  moved  to  ACSC.  Not  enough 
time  to  find  anew  house,  settle  family  into  house,  school  .etc.  before  attending  ACSC.  Woutdbe 
no  familiar  support  network  for  family  at  new  location. 

E84~ Probably  Not --ACSC  is  advertised  for  bringing  your  wife  If  at  all  possible— especially  for 
the  social  life.  However ,  having  her  at  a  follow-on  would  have  been  better  for  her  chances  of 
getting  a  good  job. 

A4~ Definitely  Not— I  have  spent  much  time  awe/  form  my  family  for  the  last  10  years.  ACSC 
offers  tremendous  free  time  that  can  be  spent  on  family  activities.  Therefore,  I  definitely 
would  have  brought  them ,  even  if  I  knew  my  follow-on  base. 

A8— Definitely  Not— Unless  going  remote,  our  family  will  not  be  separated  by  choice.  We’d 
rather  make  the  two  moves. 

A9— Definitely  Not—  1 0  months  is  just  too  long  a  time  to  be  separated  from  my  family.  1  just 
can’t  Imagine  being  here  without  my  family  for  any  reason. 

A1 1  -  -Definitely  Not-  -  Why  would  I  want  a  remote  tour  at  ACSC.  I  was  unable  to  sell  my  house  at 
my  last  base- -I  sure  wasn't  going  to  hove  them  sit  there.  I  wanted  them  with  me. 

A24—  Definitely  Not— I  consider  marriage  and  family  a  biblical  responsibility  and  privilege.  I 
am  convinced  that  when  possible,  we  will  maintain  family  integrity.  We  will  not  separata  for 
"expediency-  sake  ( l.e.  financial  reasons,  etc. ). 

A90— Definitely  Not—  I  have  previously  been  separated  fx  periods  of  3-6  months  due  to  TDY’s. 
Those  separations  were  hard  on  the  family  and  1 2  months  separated  unnecessarily  just  was 
not  appropriate. 

B31— Definitely  Not— I  like  my  family.  A  year  is  too  Iona  If  the  school  were  four  months  x 
less,  x  a  move  would  be  necessary  in  the  school  year  then  my  answer  might  have  been  ( b) 
[Probably  Yes]. 

B46— Definitely  Not— My  family  remained  et  my  prfx  base  in  an  attempt  to  provide  some 
stability  fx  my  children.  They  were  established  in  that  community  and  I  would  not  take  them 
out  unless  absolutely  necessary. 

C3— Definitely  Not—  1 0  months  is  too  long  to  be  without  family  given  prospects  of  other,  remote 
assignments  during  cxeer .  It  would  be  mxe  expensive  ( trips,  phone  calls,  two  lodging/food 
expense  accounts)  and  mxe  wxries  to  intxfere  x  impinge  upon  effective  studying. 

E 34— Definitely  Not— Had  they  decided  not  to  come  with  me,  they  would  have  stayed  at  my 
previous  location  where  they  knew  the  xee,  friends,  schools,  etc. 


E68— Definitely  Not- -I  firmly  believe  in  the  Importance  of  the  husband-wife  teem.  ACSCisan 
educational  experience  for  the  wife  as  well  as  the  husband.  Therefore,  It  Is  Important  both 
come  to  the  Maxwell  area  for  the  ACSC  experience. 

El  13— Definitely  Not- -Because  the  Air  Force  personnel  system  Is  not  stable  enough  for  one  to 
trust  an  assignment  that  sits  in  waiting  for  a  year. 
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APPENDIX  0 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  1 5 


flaneral 

The  subjective  reeponsee  provided  below  were  selected  as  being  representative  comments 
from  Question  15,  a  combination  closed  end  end  open  end  question  on  the  survey  questionnaire  (see 
Appendix  B).  The  responses  are  brur.^i  into  two  sections  below.  The  first  section  Is  the  author's 
compilation  of  reasons  for  all  open  end  responses  with  comments  for  Question  1 5.  The  second 
section  Is  for  Individual ,  verbatim  comments.  These  responses  are  arranged  In  the  same  order  as 
the  abjective  dlstrectors  listed  below  and  are  provided  for  informational  purposes  for  the  reader. 
These  comments  may  also  provide  the  basis  for  further  research  or  additional  stud/.  They  also  can 
be  used  to  Improve  the  questionnaire  used  in  this  stud/  or  for  use  in  subsequent  research  or 
surveys. 

Question  15  In  the  survey  was  as  follows: 

15.  As  an  extension  of  the  above  question:  In  order  to  confirm  your  assignment  after  ACSC  so 
you  could  move  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  to  Maxwell ,  would  you  have  accepted  an 
assignment  location  that  was  not  listed  In  your  three  choices? 

a  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

flnmpllflttmpfRimnm 

The  number  preceding  the  reason  is  the  number  of  times  that  reason  or  a  similar  reason 
was  listed  in  the  written  comments.  Some  of  the  responses  had  multiple  reasons,  but  only  one  was 
listed  here.  Examples  of  this  can  be  seen  in  the  individual  comments  below. 

33  -  Like  having  family  with  me.  Quality  time  with  family. 

21  -  Job  is  more  Important  than  location. 

1 6  -  Depends  on  location  end  job. 

1  -  Idea  stinks.  Future  assignments  not  guaranteed. 
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2  *  Don't  trust  the  system.  Orders  con  be  changed. 

4  -  What  choice?  Do  we  really  have  a  choice? 

1  -  Would  like  to  take  a  look  at  the  assignment  and  situation. 

3  -  Will  accept  alignment  to  where  ever  assigned. 

3  -  Some  assignments  worse  than  extra  PCS  move.  Not  concerned  with  PCS  move. 

1  -  Rather  leave  family  at  previous  location. 

1  -  Depends  on  availability  of  job  for  my  wife. 

3  -  Provides  stability.  Saves  dollars.  One  PCS  Is  better  than  two  In  1 0  months. 

1  -  If  compatible  to  both  careers. 

Individual.  Verbatim  Comments 

The  alpha-numeric  characters  at  the  beginning  of  the  response  ore  references  used  by  the 

author  for  administrative  accountability  and  can  be  disregarded  by  the  reader.  The  next  item  is 

the  objective  response  selected,  which  is  followed  by  the  Individual's  comments. 

E60-- Definitely  Yes— To  me,  my  family's  well  being  and  financial  situation  are  not  worth 
sacrificing  for  my  favorable  assignment  preference. 

E 1 08— Probably  Yes—  1 7XX  don't  have  much  say  on  assignments  for  04  and  below.  You  usually 
don't  get  one  of  your  three  choices  anyway. 

A3 1 —Probably  Yes-  -  It  would  appear  to  me  to  be  a  reasonable  trade  that  would  benefit  both 
myself  and  the  service. 

A7 1 —Probably  Yes- -Job  location  preferences  are  a  minor  point  at  this  stags  of  my  career. 
Important  aspect  Is  type  of  job. 

C4- -Probably  Yes— One  PCS  move  is  much  better  than  two  In  a  10  month  period 

Cl  8— Probably  Yes— My  family's  needs  rate  higher  to  me  than  getting  any  of  my  top  three 
assignment. 

E51 —Undecided—  It  will  cost  the  government  $  1 0,000  to  move  me  each  time.  I  will  not  be  held 
hostage  to  an  assignment. 

A65-- Probably  Not- -In  reality  I'd  probably  have  to  because  of  what  MPC  is  offering  me  which  Is 
not  on  my  Form  90.  MPC  often  pressures  people  to  change  Form  90's  to  show  that  they  gave 
you  one  of  your  three  choices,  l.e.  I  pick  the  best  of  what  they  offerme;  to  get  It  I  must  change 
my  Form  90  to  reflect  the  choice. 
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6 16— Probably  Not- -Can't  Imagine  under  currant  assignment  process  the/  can  effectively  work 
one  year  out— too  many  variables. 

B39—  Probably  Not— Still  dMira  to  keep  family  together.  Knowing  location  would  be  useful  In 
other  ways  though. 

E46— Probably  Not— You  assume  we  "really"  have  a  choice  of  assignments.  We  have  an  Input  but 
really  don't  have  the  option  (other  than  retire  if  eligible)  to  not  accept  an  assignment 

A1 1 —Definitely  Not— I  think  your  Idea  stinks.  I'm  going  back  to  flying,  but  I  don't  know  In  what 
capacity.  A  lot  depends  on  upcoming  Promotion  Board.  Even  today,  I  don't  know  which  location 
offers  the  best  opportunity  to  become  an  Ops  Officer.  Also,  It  sure  would  be  ridiculous  to  send 
my  family  to  Washington  state  and  subsequently  find  out  I  was  selected  as  a  non- volunteer  to 
remain  as  an  ACSC  faculty  instructor. 

A24—  Definitely  Not— This  ought  to  be  one  of  the  best  years  we  can  have  with  our  family— less 
pressure,  more  time  to  spend  with  them,  it  would  be  a  shame  to  put  them  somewhere  else. 

A26— Definitely  Not— There  ere  eome  assignments  that  are  far  worse  than  an  extra  PCS  move. 

ABB— Definitely  Not— I'm  sick  and  tired  of  living  in  plaoes  l  cool  stand. 

B31 —Definitely  Not— Family  place  of  living  has  very  little  to  do  with  accepting  a  dogshit 
assignment 
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APPENDIX  H 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  21 


Qwiaral 

The  subjective  responses  provided  below  were  selected  as  being  representative  comments 
from  Question  2 1 ,  a  combination  closed  end  and  open  end  question  on  the  survey  questionnaire  (see 
Appendix  B).  The  responses  are  broken  into  two  sections  below.  The  first  section  Is  the  author's 
compilation  of  reasons  for  all  open  end  responses  with  comments  for  Question  2 1 .  The  second 
section  is  for  individual ,  verbatim  comments.  These  responses  ere  arranged  In  the  seme  order  es 
the  objective  distractors  listed  below  and  are  provided  for  informational  purposes  for  the  reader. 
These  comments  may  also  provide  the  basis  for  further  research  or  additional  study.  They  also  can 
be  used  to  Improve  the  questionnaire  used  in  this  study  or  for  use  in  subsequent  research  or 
surveys. 

Question  21  in  the  survey  was  ae  follows: 

21.  Considerations  pertaining  to  my  children  Impacted  on  my  decisions  and  answers  to  the 
above  questions. 

&  Strongly  agree 

b.  Agree 

c.  Neutral 

d  Disagree 

e.  Strongly  disagree 

f.  Not  applicable.  I  do  not  have  children. 

If  apppllcable,  please  provide  these  considerations  in  the  space  on  the  top  of  the  next  pege 
unless  answered  In  the  above  questions. 

Considerations  for  children,  their  stability,  education,  and  lessening  the  family  turmoil  have  been 
common  threads  throughout  the  answers  to  the  questionnaire.  In  answering  the  objective  pert  of 
this  question,  82  percent  selected  "Strongly  agree"  or  "Agree".  Not  very  many  entered  subjective 
comments  here,  probably  because  considerations  for  their  children  had  already  been  mentioned  In 
the  preceding  responses.  In  fact,  many  had  written  in  "See  previous  comments"  or  words  to  that 
effect. 


49 


Oampltottnn  tt  Raaanna 

The  number  preceding  the  reaeon  is  the  number  of  timee  that  reason  or  a  similar  reason 
was  listed  in  the  written  comments.  Some  of  the  responeee  had  multiple  reasons,  but  only  one  wee 
listed  here.  Examples  of  this  can  be  seen  in  the  individual  comments  below. 

20  -  Family  separation  Is  not  good  for  children.  Important  to  keep  the  family  together  for 
psychological  and  smotionel  growth. 

1 2  -  PCS  Is  too  much  trauma  and  disruption  to  lives  of  kids/ teenage  children. 

8  -  Don't  want  children  changing  schools  every  year,  especially  in  high  school. 

8 -Schools  In  Montgomery  not  good. 

7  -  If  children  were  older ,  would  be  interested  in  promoting  stability. 

6  -  Children  too  young  to  Influence  decision. 

4  -  Will  not  be  separated  from  chi  Wren  because  of  inconvenience  uf  a  PCS  move. 

2  -  Don't  went  my  children  exposed  to  schools  In  Montgomery. 

Indlvktial.  Verbatim  Comments 

The  alphe-  numeric  characters  at  the  beginning  of  the  response  are  references  used  by  the 
author  for  administrative  accountability  and  can  be  disregarded  by  the  reader.  The  next  item  Is 
the  objective  response  selected,  which  is  followed  by  the  individual's  comments 
A1 9— Strongly  agree—  Family  unity  predominated  in  this  Instance.  I  think  Its  critical  that 
Infants  be  kept  with  their  family.  If  he  were  of  school  age,  I  don't  think,  however,  that 
exposing  him  to  schools  In  Montgomery  is  worth  itl 
A26-- Agree—  It  is  Important  that  wherever  my  children  are,  they  have  the  opportunity  to  attend 
very  good  schools. 

A65— Strongly  agree—  School  systems;  housing;  mental  side  effects  of  move;  skfe  effects  of  one 
parent  absent  for  year;  climate. 

B21  —Strongly  agree-  - 1  hove  two  sons  In  high  school.  It  is  very  important  that  I  be  available 
during  this  critical  point  in  their  lives. 

832— Strongly  agree- -I  moved  seven  times  in  my  first  1 1  years  in  service.  My  kids  needed  to 
stay  put  [previous  location] --especially  considering  ACSC  is  1 0  months. 

840— Strongly  egree— Kids  seem  to  have  It  the  hardest  in  a  move.  I  would  do  elmost  anything  to 
ease  the  afrerse  impact  on  them. 
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B44-  -Strongly  agree-  -My  youngest  daughter  is  in  4th  grade  and  has  been  in  three  elementary 
schools,  adapted  to  latest  slowly.  I  would  not  put  her  through  that  again  with  two  more  moves 
in  two  years. 

649— Strongly  agree- -Schools,  two  moves  in  a  year  (resulting  social  changes)  and  a  desire  to 
provide  a  solid  base  for  my  kids  entered  into  my  decisions. 

CIO— Strongly  agree- -I  want  my  kids  to  attend  school  in  Fairfax  County,  Virginia  I  intend  to 
retire  at  the  20  year  point  partially  for  that  reason. 

E 49- -Strongly  agree— The  lack  of  a  strong  academic  environment  for  the  children  has 
significantly  influenced  my  decision  dqI  to  have  my  family  accompany  me  to  MAFB ,  AL 

E56— Strongly  agree— My  children  are  foremost  in  my  career  decisions.  The  unity  of  the  family 
is  the  driving  factor  in  my  career  decisions. 

E 1 03— Strongly  agree— Having  my  family  with  me  is  of  utmost  importance  to  me  so  I  con 
participate  in  the  rearing  of  my  child.  The  temporary  inconvenience  of  a  move  is  of  little 
consideration  in  my  family. 
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APPENDIX  I 


SUBJECTIVE  RESPONSES  TO  QUESTION  22 


:  1^7 


Tha  subjective  responses  provided  below  were  selected  ee  being  representative  comments 
from  Question  22,  a  open  end  question  on  the  survey  questionnaire  ( see  Appendix  B).  The 
responses  ere  broken  into  two  sections  below.  The  first  section  is  the  author’s  compilation  of 
reasons  for  all  open  end  responses  with  comments  for  Question  22.  The  second  section  Is  for 
Individual,  verbatim  comments.  These  responses  are  not  In  any  particular  order  and  are  provided 
for  Informational  purposes  for  the  reader.  These  comments  may  also  provide  the  basis  for  further 
research  or  additional  study.  They  also  can  be  used  to  improve  the  questionnaire  used  In  this  study 
or  for  use  In  subsequent  research  or  surveys. 

Question  22  In  the  survey  was  as  follows: 

22.  If  there  are  any  other  circumstances  (not  covered  In  above  answers)  that  would  have 
caused  you  to  do&  move  your  family  when  you  came  to  ACSC,  please  list  below  and/or  on  the  beck  of 
this  page. 

OnmnilrtltnnfRatHnna 

The  number  preceding  the  reason  is  the  number  of  times  that  reason  or  a  similar  reason 
was  listed  in  the  written  comments.  Some  of  the  responses  had  multiple  reasons,  but  only  one  was 
listed  here.  Examples  of  this  can  be  seen  In  the  individual  comments  below. 

1 9  -  Not  being  able  to  sell  nouse  at  last  assignment.  Could  not  afford  two  house  payments. 

1 2  -  Make  ACSC  shorter.  [Author's  note:  Responses  recommended  reducing  It  to  a  range  of 
three  to  six  months  for  the  most  pert.] 

9  -  Spouse's  job  more  important  than  PCS  to  ACSC.  Spouses  could  not  get  as  good  a  job 
here.  Career  opportunities  for  spouse. 

6  -  Stability  for  high  school  agB  children.  Child  In  high  school ,  didn't  want  to  move. 

4  -  Financial  problems  or  strain. 
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C4— I  have  several  antiques.  In  every  move,  some  get  damaged.  This  Is  a  financial  hardship  end 
one  reason  l  am  considering  buying  a  home  and  locating  my  family  there  until  l  retire. 

CIO- -Had  my  home  not  sold  I  would  have  left  them  In  It.  Had  we  known  what  a  shitty  place 
Montgomery  Is,  we  would  not  have  moved  here.  Had  I  seen  the  Impact  on  my  four  year  old,  I 
would  have  not  moved  them  here. 

E 1 0— Every  time  I  move  It  costs  me  between  $4,000  to  $  1 0,000  out  of  my  pocket.  Not  worth  it 
for  this  1 0  month  assignment. 

E 12—  If  we  had  known  how  pooc  the  public  schools  are  in  Montgomery,  we  probably  would  not 
have  moved  family  here. 

E20-- Regardless  of  the  above  comments.  Family  turmoil  for  1 0  months  is  the  main  reason  for 
unaccompanied  status.  This  short  tour  should  count  as  such. 

E31—  Better  understanding  of  school  requirements  limiting  available  time  for  family. 

E34-  -  If  ACSC  were  six  months  or  shorter ,  I  would  have  made  the  trip  alone!  Their  schooling 
would  have  taken  precedence  over  our  collection  in  that  case! 

E65-- Inability  to  sell  my  house  without  losing  any  money  on  the  transaction.  SlncetheAFIs 
moving  me  they  should  pay  "all"  moving  costs.  I  should  not  be  required  to  subsidize  the 
USAF!!! 

E66 — Did  not  want  to  go  through  the  hassles  of  moving,  changing  schools,  finding  wife  a  Job  for 
such  a  short  period. 

E92-- I’m  not  sure  of  policy.  If  I  could  hove  received  an  assignment  (follow-on)  intheareaofmy 
wife's  family  I  may  have  moved  my  family  there  instead  of  here  for  school  or  for  an 
unaccompanied  short  tour. 
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APPENDIX  J 


MISCELLANEOUS  SUBJECTIVE  COMMENTS 


Qeneral 

The  miscellaneous  comments  in  this  appendix  were  taken  from  different  places  on  the 
responses  to  the  survey  questionnaire  ( Appendix  B ).  Some  comments  are  relative  to  questions 
that  did  not  solicit  a  subjective  response,  yet  they  are  pertinent  to  the  Issues  of  this  research. 
Some  of  the  comments  are  general  in  nature  yet  provide  additional  information  as  to  how  officers 
think  relative  to  the  thesis  of  this  research.  Where  possible,  the  comments  will  refer  to  the 
specific  question  they  address. 

Comments 

The  next  few  comments  refer  to  Question  1 6  which  is,  "If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS 
assignment  and  could  return  to  that  same  CONUS  area  after  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family 
there  without  a  PCS  for  them?" 

—Yes,  just  to  preclude  the  hassles  of  moving  twice  in  one  year ,  especially  to  and  from  the 
same  place. 

—Definitely  not  but  I  would  have  kept  my  house  and  rented  ft  for  a  year. 

—Probably  Yes.  Wife  had  a  good  job  (which  she  subsequently  couldn't  recover  in 
Montgomery)  and  we  sold  a  home  we  were  happy  with.  That’s  not  to  say  I  would  return  to  previous 
assignment  solely  on  economic  grounds.  I  think  it’s  a  career  mistake  to  do  so. 

--Probably  not  unless  the  school  was  significantly  shorter. 

—Probably  not,  but  I  would  not  have  sold  my  house. 


The  following  comments  refer  to  Questions  23  and  24,  which  asked  If  the  respondent  was 
familiar  with  the  Air  Force's  Home-Basing  program  and  Follow-on  assignment  program . 
—These  programs  are  90  percent  irrelevant  to  fighter  pilots. 

—Definitely  familiar  with  Home- Basing  Program  but  nobody  at  MPC  pays  any  attention. 
"Needs"  of  the  AFH 
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--Definitely  familiar  with  Follow-on  Program.  In  my  opinion,  this  is  a  poor, 
unworkable  program. 

—In  reference  to  the  Follow-on  Program.  I  am  in  MAC.  Never  been  satisfied  with  their 
assignment  process. 

—Reference  the  Follow-on  Program:  This  sounds  like  a  good  deal  but  it  really  isn't  all 
that  helpful.  In  my  case,  even  though  I  volunteered  for  a  remote  after  ACSC  and  let  my  career 
advisor  know  that,  they  ( he)  still  has  not  told  me  even  if  I'll  be  going  remote,  much  less  where  I'll 
be  going  after  the  remote.  My  career  advisor  informed  me  that  my  remote  tour  won't  be  finalized 
until  December  85  and  then  the  "follow-on  program"  will  only  identify  a  follow  on  base— not 
necessarily  my  base  of  preference.  So  far  I've  moved  my  family  to  Eglin  AFB  on  blind  faith  In  the 
system  with  no  guarantee  of  my  being  assigned  there  after  the  remote.  Still ,  one  PCS  In  two  years 
is  better  than  two.  Even  though  I'm  separated  from  my  family,  the  kids  are  guaranteed  two  years 
in  the  same  school  instead  of  two  schools  in  two  years. 


The  following  comments  are  general  in  nature  but  contain  some  very  Interesting  insights 
and  thoughts  relative  to  this  research. 

— TheDOD  PCS  program  Is  a  shame.  I  have  had  six  PCS  In  12  yeers.  The  last  three  In 
four  years.  I've  lost  money  on  homes  and  moves  and  I’m  sick  of  ittl 

-  - 1  would  very  much  like  to  see  many  more  programs  such  as  ACSC  a  TDY.  The  hassle  and 
expense  of  the  PCS  move,  the  uncertainty  of  not  knowing  a  follow-on  assignment.  However,  I  spent 
far  too  much  time  TDY  with  my  first  daughter  not  getting  to  know  me  as  well  as  I  would  have  liked. 
The  best  of  both  worlds  would  be:  1.  make  It  TDY  with  family,  with  goods  In  storage  and  2.  a 
known  follow-on  so  that  housing,  etc.  can  be  acquired  early.  Naturally  the  cost  of  building 
sufficient  TDY  facilities  would  be  huge.  If  problem  exists  with  more-than- 1 79-day  program , 
make  It  1 79  days.  Armed  Forces  Staff  College  Is  less  than  one-half  year- -why  not  condense 
programs  to  TDY  duration?  Perhaps  a  shorter  program  (and  it  can  be  done- -all  A.U.  programs 
have  much  room  for  condensing  and  elimination  of  material)  would  change  my  opinion  on  leaving 
family  at  follow-on  location,  etc.  I  would  give  mi.sh  more  favorable  thought  to  having  my  family 
at  my  follow-on  location  if  six  months  than  for  the  current  duration  of  ten  plus. 

-  - 1  feel  the  graduates  of  ACSC  represent  a  special  Corps  of  Officers  who  are  being  groomed 
for  bigger  and  better  responsibilities.  A  return  to  or  continued  assignment  at  one's  CONUS  Base 
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may  not  be  In  the  best  Interest  for  utilizing  this  quality  asset.  I  believe  Bese  of  Preference  action 
works  best  within  junior  grades;  not  necessarily  applicable  to  senior  ranks  ( Lieutenant  Colonel 
endup).  Analysis  toward  reduction  of  unnecessary  PCS  moves  Is  worthy  work  and  needs  to  be 
done.  I‘m  not  sure  the  "system  “can  commit  to  post- ACSC  assignment  select  ion  too  early.  But 
certainly.  If  an  officer  elects  not  to  bring  his  family  to  ACSC,  he  should  not  be  penalized  and  forced 
to  PCS.  If  changes  are  recommended,  whet  about  officers  coming  to  ACSC  from  Overseas  long  tours 
( let’s  say  Germany)  who  would  have  a  better  than  average  chance  to  return  to  Europe  and  maybe 
the  same  base.  I've  come  from  Germany  and  setting  up  a  household  in  any  CONUS  location  is  an 
insignificant  event  compered  to  oversees. 
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APPENDIX  K 


DATA  FROM  OBJECTIVE  QUESTIONS 

This  appendix  contains  the  spreadsheets  used  by  the  author  to  record  the  data  from  the 
objective  questions  of  the  survey  questionnaire.  This  basic  data  is  provided  In  the  event  readers 
would  like  to  derive  any  additional  facts  not  presented  in  this  report. 

The  reference  numbers  ( left  column  of  each  spreadsheet)  were  used  for  administrative 
accountability.  The  reference  numbers  preceded  by  an  "A"  are  for  AF  Pilots  (Table  K-1),  bya 
"B"  are  for  AF  Navigators  (Table  K-2).  by  a  "C M  are  for  AF  Missile  Officers  (Table  K-3),  by  a 
"D"  are  for  Professional  ( Med,  JAG,  etc.)  Officers  (Table  K-4),  by  an  "E"  are  for  AF  Non- rated 
Officers  (Table  K-5),  and  by  an  7"  are  for  US  Army  Officers  (Table  K-6). 

Additionally.  Table  K-7  is  the  cumulative  data  from  the  objective  questions. 
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Table  K-? 
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APPENDIX  L 

CUMULATIVE  RESULTS  OF  OBJECTIVE  QUESTIONS 


The  information  contained  In  the  following  pages  of  this  Appendix  is  the  compilation  of  the 
objective  responses  to  the  questionnaire  used  in  this  research.  The  subjective  results  will  be 
covered  elsewhere  in  this  report.  The  "letter”  headings  for  the  columns  of  dote  represent  the 
specialty  status  of  the  Air  Force  officers  A-E ,  TOT  will  be  the  totals  for  the  Air  Force  Officers 
(Columns  A-E)  and  F  will  be  for  the  Army  Officers.  Reference  is  as  follows: 

A  -  Pilot 

B  -  Navigator 

C  -  Missile 

D  -  Professional  ( Med,  JA0, etc.) 

E  -  Non- Rated 

TOT  -  Total  of  Columns  A-E 

F  -  US  Army  Officers 

Some  questions  only  have  subjective  responses  which  will  be  noted  at  each  applicable 
question.  Some  have  only  averages  based  on  the  original  input.  Question  10  originally  asked  for 
the  ages  of  children.  From  this,  the  average  number  of  children  was  derived  and  listed  as  such. 
The  data  listed  below  is  only  for  the  sample.  The  Inputs  for  those  respondents  not  used,  including 
the  two  Navy  and  four  Marines,  have  been  deleted  to  avoid  confusion. 


1.  Grade: 


a.  03(P) 

b.  04 

2.  Date  of  Rank  (not  included  here) 


A  &  C  Q.  £  IQI  E 

4  2-1  3  10  1 

92  49  19  11  112  283  29 


12.5  12.9  12.4  12.5  12.7 


3.  Years  of  Commissioned 
Service  (average) 
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12.6  13.3 


A  ft  C  ft  £  M  E 


A.  Service 

a.  USAF  96  51  t9  12  115  293  - 

b.  USA  .  30 

5.  Specialty  Status  (Officers  other  than  USAF ,  please  mark  f.) 

a.  Pilot  96 . 

b.  Navigator  —  51 

c.  Missile  —  —  19  —  . 

d.  ProfesslonaK  Med,  JAG,  etc. )  .  12  . 

e.  Non -rated  —  —  --  —  115  293  — 

f.  US  Army  --  —  —  —  --  —  30 


6.  How  many  months  do  you  have  accrued  toward  your  gates?  (Non- rated  officers  and  officers 
from  service  other  than  USAF ,  please  mark  e. ) 


a.  Less  then  72  months. 

1 

— 

b.  72- 108  months. 

28 

17 

c.  108- 132  months. 

38 

26 

d.  More  than  132  months. 

29 

7 

e.  Not  applicable 

— 

1 

7.  Location  of  previous  assignment.  ( Not  addressed  here) 

8.  What  is  the  approximate  distance  (nearest  100  miles)  from  your  previous  assignment  location 
to  Maxwell  AFB  area?  ( For  those  returning  from  outside  the  United  States,  write  country  in 
space)  [Author's  Note:  When  the  officer  was  returning  from  overseas,  500  miles  were  used  for 
those  returning  from  the  East  ( Europe,  etc.)  end  2500  miles  were  used  for  those  returning  from 
the  West  (Japan ,  Korea,  etc).] 

Distance  or  Country  (Average  to  10.5  10.1  12.3  10.8  10.2  10.8  9.3 

the  nearest  100  miles) 
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A  ft  C  ft  £  M  £ 

9.  What  Is  the  approximate  weight  of  your  household  goods?  ( Numbers  Indicate!  OOO's  of  pounds) 


10.9 

10.5 

10.9 

10.6 

11.3 

11.0 

10.5 

10.  Number  of  Children  (average) 

2.2 

2.1 

1.7 

1.7 

1.9 

1.9 

1.9 

11.  Did  your  family  accompany  you  to  the  Maxwell/Montgomery  area? 


a.  Yes 

89 

44 

17 

12 

97 

259 

27 

b.  No 

7 

7 

2 

— 

18 

34 

3 

1 2.  Did  your  family  remain  at  the  location  of  your  previous  assignment? 

a  Yes 

7 

6 

2 

— 

17 

32 

2 

b.  No 

89 

45 

17 

12 

98 

261 

28 

13.  If  your  family  did  not  accompany  you  to  the  Maxwell/flontgomery  area  and  they  did  not 
remain  at  your  previous  assignment  location,  please  explain  where  they  went  and  why. 

[Subjective  answer  only— not  addressed  here] 

14.  If  there  had  been  a  change  in  the  personnel  assignment  system  that  would  have  allowed  you  and 
your  assignment  officer  /functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS  base/post  of  your  assignment 
after  ACSC( guaranteed) ,  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that  location  prior  to  reporting  into 
ACSC? 


a.  Definitely  Yes 

2 

1 

1 

— 

9 

13 

2 

b.  Probably  Yes 

13 

5 

3 

— 

7 

28 

5 

c.  Undecided 

12 

4 

2 

3 

19 

40 

4 

d.  Probably  Not 

33 

24 

9 

2 

45 

113 

8 

e.  Definitely  Not 

36 

17 

4 

7 

35 

99 

11 
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a  c  a  £ 


IOI  L 


a 


15  As  an  extension  of  the  above  question:  In  order  to  confirm  your  assignment  after  ACSC  so  you 
could  move  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  to  Maxwell ,  would  you  have  accepted  an  assignment 
location  that  was  not  listed  in  yrur  three  choices? 


a.  Definitely  Yes 

1 

-  - 

-  - 

-  - 

3 

4 

i 

b.  Probably  Yes 

10 

3 

3 

1 

13 

30 

3 

p  ■'oil’d 

20 

1 1 

2 

3 

22 

58 

8 

Prot:  wiyNot 

24 

20 

7 

3 

32 

86 

9 

e  Definitely  Not 

41 

17 

7 

5 

lb 

i  ;«5 

9 

1 6.  if  you  came  ic  ACy'  om  a  CONUS  assignment  and  could  return  to  that  same  CONUS  area  afti 


A(Xv,  would  you  have  left  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  for  them? 


a.  Definitely  Yes 

17 

10 

4 

30 

61 

12 

h  Probably  Yes 

21 

11 

5 

1 

28 

66 

4 

0.  UncVrldEXl 

26 

6 

1 

3 

17 

47 

2 

d  Probably  Not 

19 

17 

5 

4 

26 

71 

9 

e.  Defirotely  Not 

19 

7 

4 

4 

14 

48 

3 

1 7.  If  you  car  um  *  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you  would  be  going  on  an 


u&qmQaut  .  v.  sea1,  ’ong  tour  after  ACSC ,  wou Id  you  have  left  your  family  at  your  previous 
^tc'ion  w  ithout  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell? 


a.  Definitely  Yes 

3 

4 

4 

-- 

15 

26 

4 

b.  Probably  Yes 

3 

4 

3 

1 

11 

22 

2 

c.  Undec'ded 

13 

5 

1 

7 

26 

1 

■1.  Proh  blv  Not 

37 

23 

5 

4 

46 

115 

14 

e  Definitely  Not 

40 

15 

6 

7 

36 

104 

9 

71 


a  a  c  c  £  m  £ 


18.  If  you  came  to  ACSC  from  a  CONUS  assignment  and  were  told  that  you  would  be  going  on  an 
UOflGQQmOflDifld  overseas  short  tour  efter  ACSC,  would  you  have  left  your  family  at  your  previous 
station  without  making  a  PCS  move  for  them  to  Maxwell? 


a  Definitely  Yes 

11 

5 

3 

17 

36 

3 

b.  Probably  Yes 

16 

10 

3 

2 

21 

52 

11 

c.  Undecided 

12 

7 

3 

1 

15 

38 

5 

d.  Probably  Not 

16 

11 

1 

4 

23 

55 

5 

e.  Definitely  Not 

41 

18 

9 

5 

39 

112 

6 

19.  Do  you  own  a  home? 

a  Yes 

40 

24 

6 

4 

55 

129 

10 

b.  No 

56 

27 

13 

8 

60 

164 

20 

20.  If  the  answer  to  question  1 9  is  yes,  is  the  area  where  you  own  your  home  the  location  where 

you  would  want  most  of  your  CONUS  assignments  ? 

a  Yes 

15 

10 

2 

2 

32 

61 

5 

b.  No. 

25 

14 

4 

2 

23 

68 

5 

a  Not  applicable.  1  do  not  own  a  home. 

56 

27 

13 

8 

60 

164 

20 

2 1 .  Considerations  pertaining  to  my  children  Impacted  on  my  decisions  and  answers  to  the  above 

questions. 

a  Strongly  agree 

61 

30 

7 

5 

57 

160 

16 

b.  Agree 

17 

17 

7 

3 

37 

81 

8 

c.  Neutral 

4 

1 

1 

2 

6 

14 

2 

d.  Disagree 

4 

— 

1 

— 

1 

6 

— 

a  Strongly  disagree 

3 

— 

1 

— 

3 

7 

2 

f.  Not  applicable.  1  do  not  have  children. 

7 

3 

2 

2 

11 

25 

2 
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22.  if  there  ere  any  other  circumstances  ( not  covered  In  above  answers)  that  would  have  caused 
you  to  not  move  your  family  when  you  came  to  ACSC,  pleese  list  below  and/or  on  the  back  of  this 
page. 

(Subjective  answer  only— not  adressed  here) 

23.  Areyou  familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Home-Basing  Program  which  states:  "A  home- basing 
assignment  provides  for  the  return  of  the  officers  to  the  same  CONUS  base  from  which  they 
departed  for  an  oversee  short  tour?"  (AFR  36-20).  (Officers  other  than  USAF ,  pleese  mark  e.) 


a.  Definitely  Familiar 

4 

2 

5 

1 

24 

36 

b.  Somewhat  Familiar 

29 

16 

6 

4 

60 

115  — 

c.  Uncertain 

14 

6 

1 

2 

11 

34 

d.  Never  heard  of  the 
Home-Basing  Program 

30 

21 

4 

2 

13 

1 

1 

o 

e.  Service  other  than  USAF 

-  - 

_  - 

-- 

— 

30 

24.  Areyou  familiar  with  the  Air  Force  Follow-on  Program  which  states:  "A  follow-on 
assignment  provides  for  advance  determination  of  the  CONUS  or  oversea  long  tour  base  to  which  an 
officer  will  be  assigned  after  completing  a  short  tour?"  (AFR  36-20).  (Officers  other  than  USAF, 
pleese  mark  e.) 


a.  Definitely  Familiar 

8 

3 

5 

2 

26 

44 

b.  Somewhat  Familiar 

42 

21 

7 

6 

61 

137 

c.  Uncertain 

16 

6 

3 

2 

15 

42 

d.  Never  heard  of  the 

Follow-on  Program 

30 

21 

4 

2 

13 

70 

e.  Service  other  than  USAF 


30 


25.  For  Officers  from  services  other  than  USAF.  Does  your  service  hove  programs  similar  to  the 
two  outlined  In  Items  23  and  24  above?  If  "Yes”,  please  outline  details  on  the  beck  of  this  page. 

[Army  Answer  Only] 

a  Yes  9 

b.  No  8 


c.  Uncertain 
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APPENDIX  M 


SUBJECTIVE  RESP0NSE5--US  ARMY  RESPONDENTS 


General 

The  subjective  responses  provided  in  this  Appendix  were  selected  es  being  representative 
comments  from  the  US  Army  respondents  to  the  survey  questionnaire.  For  each  question  noted,  the 
question  will  be  stated  first,  followed  by  a  compilation  of  the  reasons  provided  in  the  written 
comments.  The  number  preceding  the  reeson  is  the  number  of  times  thet  reason  or  a  similar 
reason  occurred  in  the  written  comments.  Some  of  the  responses  had  multiple  reasons,  but  only 
one  was  listed  In  the  compilation.  Examples  of  this  can  be  seen  in  the  Individual  verbatim 
comments  which  follows  the  list  of  reasons.  The  alpha-numeric  characters  at  the  beginning  of  the 
individual  response  are  references  used  by  the  author  for  administrative  accountability  and  can  be 
disregarded  by  the  reader.  The  next  Item  is  the  objective  response  selected  by  that  Individual , 
which  is  followed  by  the  individual's  comments.  These  respa.  . .  rovidsd  for  informational 
purposes  for  the  reader.  These  comments  me/  also  provide  the  basis  for  further  research  or 
additional  stud/.  They  can  also  be  used  to  improve  the  questionnaire  (Appendix  B)  used  In  this 
stud/  for  use  in  subsequent  research  or  surveys. 

QUESTION  12 

Question:  Did  your  family  remain  at  the  location  of  your  previous  assignment?  ( If  yes, 
please  provide  short  reason  below.) 

Compilation  of  Rwwnng  See  individual  comments. 

Individual ,  Verbatim  fiommmts; 

F 1 2--late  notification  (one  month),  PCS  after  only  two  years.  Wife  is  a  full  time  high  school 
teacher.  Unsure  about  next  assignment. 

F24--To  continue  dental  work  on  daughter  that  could  not  be  provided  at  Maxwell. 

QUESTION  1.3 

Question:  if  your  family  did  not  acorn pany  you  to  the  Maxwell/Montgomery  area  and  they 
did  not  remain  at  your  previous  assignment  location,  please  explain  where  they  went  and  why. 
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Compilation  of  Rwmww-  See  Individual  comments. 

Individual.  Verbdiim  Comments: 

F8— Remained  In  Enterprise,  AL  for  the  duration  of  my  unaocompanled  overseas  and  school 
assignments. 

QUESTION  14 

Question:  If  there  had  been  a  change  In  the  personnel  assignment  system  that  would  have 
allowed  you  and  your  assignment  officer /functional  manager  to  agree  on  a  CONUS  base/post  of  your 
assignment  aUscACSC  (guaranteed),  would  you  have  moved  your  family  to  that  location  prior  to 
reporting  Into  ACSC? 

a.  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

Please  state  the  reasons/rationale  for  your  answer. 

Compilation  nf  Raasnna- 

1 1  -  Keep  family  together 
3  -  Depends  on  location 
I  -  Family  would  enjoy  service  at  an  AFB 
1  -  Personnel  system  too  unsettled  to  guarantee  new  position 

1  -  Would  rather  stabilize  family  at  previous  location 
3-  Yes,  Family  stability 

2  -  Yes,  Stabilize  children  in  school 
Individual,  Verbatim  Oommanta: 

F 1 4--Probably  Yes-  -To  avoid  having  to  move  twice  in  one  year. 

F 1 6— Probably  Yes— Schooling  for  Children.  Build  equity  on  home. 

F26— Probably  Yes— Eliminate  unnecessary  move  for  family  .  Quarters  here  are  substandard. 

Schools  are  substandard.  Too  busy  to  have  a  good  family  life. 

F 1 0— Undecided-  -Other  family/personal  reasons  influenced  decision  to  move  family  to  MAFB. 
Location  of  a  follow-on  assignment  after  ACSC  would  have  influenced  a  decision  on  where  to 
locate  femily  during  ACSC. 

F 4- -Probably  Not- -Family  would  enjoy  service  at  an  Air  Force  Base.  Quarters  were  also  offered. 
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F 1 2-  -Probably  Not --Spent  the  lest  two  years  excessive  TDY.  Family  is  at  least  stabilized  for 
three  years.  I  commute  back  ( Ft  Rucker)  during  the  week  to  complete  my  master's 
program  at  night. 

F25-  -  probably  Not— This  school  is  nearly  one  yeer  long- -if  it  had  been  six  months  or  less  I  may 
have  moved  them  to  the  follow-on  assignment.  My  wife  was  seven  months  pregnant  when 
we  moved  plus  we  wanted  to  be  together  for  the  birth. 

F28— Probably  Not— Owned  a  home  at  Ft.  Campbell.  Would  maybe  have  watted  until  after  ACSC 
to  move  them. 

F5— Definitely  Not- -A  year  is  too  long  to  be  away  from  my  family  when  the  situation  does  not 
require  it. 

F6— Definitely  Not- -I  do  not  want  to  be  separated  from  my  family  for  10  months  for  a  school 

assignment.  If  the  school  were  shorter ,  3-4  months,  I  might  have  considered  such  a  move. 
F20-  -  Definitely  Not— If  I  were  going  back  to  the  same  post  I  had  left  and  owned  a  home  there,  my 
answer  might  be  different. 

F21— Definitely  Not- -I  left  Germany  in  June  85.  Had  I  sent  my  family  to  a  follow-on  post  we 
would  have  been  separated  for  almost  an  entire  yeer.  Although  we  have  just  finished  three 
moves  in  eleven  months  a  separation  for  this  long  ts  not  acceptable. 

QULST  ION-1.5 

Question;  As  an  extension  of  the  above  question:  In  order  to  confirm  your  assignment  after 
ACSC  so  you  could  move  your  family  there  without  a  PCS  to  Maxwell ,  would  you  have  accepted  an 
assignment  location  that  was  not  listed  in  your  three  choices? 

a.  Definitely  Yes 

b.  Probably  Yes 

c.  Undecided 

d.  Probably  Not 

e.  Definitely  Not 

Please  state  the  reesons/rationale  for  your  answer. 

» 

Compilation  of  Reasons: 

4  -  Keep  family  together 

2  -  Depends  on  the  location 

I  -  Job  more  important  than  location 
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I  -  Make  ACSC  shorter 
1  -  No  guarantees 
2- Yes,  Family  stability 

I  ndividubl.  Verbatim  Comments: 

F 1 0— Probably  Yes— Benefits  to  family  stability  would  outweigh  location. 

F26— Probably  Yes— Better  for  future  planning  to  know  In  advance  where  you're  going— choice 
Is  normally  optional. 

F8— Undecided- -It  would  depend  on  the  situation.  If  i  were  returning  from  an  unaccompanied 
overseas  tour,  yes. 

F22 — Undecided—  If  move  would  put  family  close  to  friends  or  relatives,  I  would  be  receptive. 
F25— Probably  Not— this  is  an  unfair  advantage  for  the  assignment  personnel.  Every  effort 
should  be  made  to  assign  officers  to  one  of  their  three  choices. 

F5-- Definitely  Not— Since  I  will  keep  my  family  with  me  if  the  separation  will  be  longer  than 
six  months,  I  will  not  accept  a  poor  assignment  just  to  eliminate  a  PCS  move. 

QUESTION  21 

Question:  Considerations  pertaining  to  my  children  Impacted  on  my  decisions  and  answers 
to  the  above  questions. 

a.  Strongly  agree 

b.  Agree 

c.  Neutral 

d.  Disagree 

e.  Strongly  disagree 

f.  Not  applicable.  I  do  not  have  children. 

If  applicable,  please  provide  these  considerations  in  the  space  on  the  top  of  the  next  page  unless 
answered  in  above  questions. 

Cnmnilatinn  nf  aftasnns 

7  -  Keep  family  together.  Want  to  stay  with  kids. 

4  *  Quality  of  schools  and  stability 
1  -  Quality  of  schools  much  better  st  previous  location 
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iPdfrlddoL  Verbatim  Com  manta: 

F6— Strongly  agree— I  feel  that  I  should  be  available  to  my  children,  especially  as  they  are  still 
in  the  formative  years  of  their  personality. 

F21  —Strongly  agree-  -Having  lost  much  time  with  my  second  child,  we  would  normally  not  decide 
on  a  course  of  action  that  would  involve  separation. 

F 1 2— Agree— Stabilization  of  the  family  first,  school  stability  second. 

F30— Agree— Although  moves  are  hard  on  the  children,  I  feel  they  benefit  socially.  I  am  also 
committed  to  putting  them  In  best  available  schools  regardless  of  where  we  live. 

QUESTION  22 

ft  writ™-  If  there  are  any  other  circumstances  (not  covered  In  above  answers)  that  would 
have  caused  you  to  mL  move  your  family  when  you  came  to  ACSC,  please  list  below  and/or  on  the 
back  of  this  page. 

OnmpIliVtnncif  RHHtwfw 

3  -  ACSC  should  be  shortened 
2  -  Leek  of  post  quarters/housing 
1  -  Finances 

1  -  If  spouse  had  a  great  job 
1  -  Schools  in  Montgomery 
1  -  Unable  to  sell  house 
1  -  Costs  of  selling  and  buying  another  home 
Individual,  Verbatim  Qommants: 

F2— ACSC  should  be  reduced  to  a  six  month  course  which  would  help  the  situation. 

F6— If  ACSC  was  90- 1 20  days  TOY  enroute  to  a  new  assignment  then  I  may  have  considered 
leaving  them  at  my  previous  duty  station  until  I  moved  to  my  new  duty  station. 

F 1 0— Shorten  the  ACSC  curriculum  to  reduce  family  separation  time. 

F 1 9— Schools  in  At  ore  the  pits.  Lack  of  adequate  number  of  Post  quarters  available. 

F22 — If  family  was  settled  in  an  area  where  we  hod  friends,  I  would  not  hesitate  to  leave  them 
there  while  attending  ACSC.  I  would,  however  be  hesitant  to  return  from  Outside  CONUS  to 
a  new  location ,  drop  them  off,  and  leave  them  while  attending  ACSC.  I  question 
MILPERCEN's  l Military  Personnel  Center]  ability  to  forecast  12-18  months  in 
advance— they  don't  even  know  where  most  of  us  will  go  six  months  from  now. 
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F25 — If  we  were  uneble  to  sell  our  house  et  my  lest  station.  I  would  hove  kept  my  family  at  that 
residence  until  we  did  sell  and  commute/ste/  in  BOQ. 


maallflomua 


iTm 


icnta 


F28--ACSC  guidance  strongly  discouraged  “geographic  bachelor"  living  in  BOQ.  Otherwise  me/ 
have  made  a  different  decision.  In  response  to  question  1 8:  I  would  definitely  have  kept 
my  house  though— me/be  rented  while  I  was  at  ACSC,  so  the  family  could  live  in  it  while  l 
wasOCONUS.  I  sold  our  home  prior  to  PCS  to  Maxwell.  It'll  really  piss  me  off  (and  my 
wife)  if  I  go  to  Koree  Solo  now. 

F30- -Reference  question  25:  "Yes"  to  follow-on,  "No"  to  Home- basing. 
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APPENDIX  N 


Potential  PCS  Cost  Savings  by  USAF  and  USA 
Students,  ACSC  Class  of  1 986 
By  Question 
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Table  N- 1 

F  uujntial  PCS  Cost  Savings  by  USAF  and  USA 
Students,  ACSC  Class  of  1 986 
By  Question 


farce 

US  Army 

Response 

ft 

Savings^) 

20) 

tic 

SavlngsH) 

Question.  ,14 

DY 

4.4 

13 

73,580 

6.7 

2 

10,320 

PY 

9.6 

28 

158,480 

16.7 

5 

25,800 

Queatim.15 

DY 

1.4 

4 

22,640 

3.3 

1 

5,160 

PY 

10.2 

30 

169,800 

10.0 

3 

15,480 

Question  16 

DY 

20.8 

61(3) 

690,520 

40.0 

12(3) 

123,840 

PY 

22.5 

66(3) 

747,120 

13.3 

4(3) 

41,280 

Queatioal? 

DY 

8.9 

26 

147,160 

13.3 

4 

20,640 

PY 

7.5 

22 

124,520 

6.7 

2 

10,320 

QuestionJi 

DY 

12.3 

36 

203,760 

10.0 

3 

15,480 

PY 

17.7 

52 

294,320 

36.7 

11 

56,760 

DY  =  Definitely  Yes 
PY  =  Probably  Yes 

(1)  293  Air  Fores  students,  30  Army  Students 

(2)  Number  times  $5,660  (AF  PCS  Cost)  =  Savings 

( 3)  Double  Number  to  get  PCS  moves  saved  ( roundtrip  from  previous  duty  station) 

(4)  Number  times  $5, 160  (Army  PCS  Cost) -Savings 
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